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C © CHAPTER 1

S : INTRODUCTION . . .
Y . - - - . 3 - . -

4 N\ /

The Special Edpcatién Needs Program completed its first two-years of-i
opef%tion in June 1975. DeSigned as a new state-administered categorical’
aid program, the purpose of the program is to make available additional state
é&ucational resources to studeﬁts who have or are likely to have low levels of -
achievement, especially‘in relation to social and economic factors.

The program is popularly refe}red to as the SEN Progfam of Public Law 90,
not to be confus;d with Public Law 89, 1973, which created the statutes for
excepti.onal educational needs, commoniy‘ referred to as the Handicapped
Program. “ ) ,

<
ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS - SR 3 ;
The success of starting a new stdte-supported educational program for

- L4

'soc1ally -and eponom1cal&ytgisadvantaged children can be attrlbuted to, the

I

combined efforts of many nsultants’ and adm1n15txat1Ve specialists within
the Department of Pub11c‘Inst}u9ti6n.' Grateful recognition is also expressed "~
) to members of the State Superintendent's Advisory Committee for their advice
and wide pub11c support to make the SEN Program a visible, unique state project,

Part1cular acknowledgement must be ;1ven to everyone in public and private
agencies who applied their time and talent to submit comprehensive proposals to
inform their communities and lawmakers aboyt'the benefits’ being derived by/
'Fhildren and their parents from SEN-sponsored activities.

A new program of this importaqfe which is deéz;ned to eventuallxiaffect an
estimated 150,000 children needs the coﬁfinued support of the Governor, the

Legislature, the Joint Committee on Finance, public schools,‘private scheols and -

6 ‘ | ..




- I
agencies, individual administrators, teachers, specialists, and parents thcfugh-

out the State -of Wisconsin. o ' . '

’ -

"HISTORY ‘OF THE PROGRAM

Two major events in the past two years have led.to the development of the

SEN Program. ‘ NG
L N

- 3 ’ ’

In February 1973, a report entitled Final ﬁéport, The Governor'’s Task

Force on Educational Financing and Property Tax Reform, was published and

distributed throughout the state. The primary purpose of the report was to

make recommendations '"for shifting the b\ase‘ of elementary and secondary funding
~ from t'h_e loc;al property tax to.the other means of public support, therefore,
lelimina_ting the disparity of educational opportunity and tax burden.in our

state caused by the finéncial di‘scr_imination inhere;xt in our present property"
tax system'". Essentially, the report described a new school aid formula which
1n practice was to increade the percent of state costs and Ziecre;se the percent
of local costs n;ecessary to educate each child. It also described <.>ther means
of equalizing educational opportunities. They included temporary modific.ation
of spending; an expanded list of budée;a}y items eligible for state aid; updating
of statutory minimum educaiipnal standards with specific new recomendations; and
a new program and funds for the special‘ needs of -disadvantaged ‘§ttxd<;ﬂts. In*®
addition, the report outlined a plan’ for implementing the Special Educational
Needs Progr§m, recommenaing that the Department of I;ublic Ir‘xstructi‘onA authorize
a maxiuuni's'pecial aid figure for each school district.

The second major event was ‘the passage of new legislation. As a result

of the report by the Task"Fdrce, new legislat‘i.on', known as Public Law 90, 1973,

---was enacted in conjunction vith t{he state budget for FY 1973-75. In that law,

-~ y -
many Task Force recommendations were incorporated &ncerning school financing




and school standards. The law also accounted for new statutes, s. 115.90 through

“'$% 115.94 of Subchapter V, Chapter 115, which created the Special Educational
N\lds Program for underachieving students who are also socially and economlcally

dlsadvantaged (see Appendix A). Another portdon of the law allocated funds for

program administration and project implementation.‘ Whereas,thewrecommendations of

the Task Force would have allocated funds to all districts based on the

identified needs of disadwantaged children,the new law allocated‘a Iimited "level

of funding for the program; one which was too small to distribute to each

school district ip the state. The net result was that whille the program remained

categorical, it could support only a limited number of educational delivery .

systems during the first biennium.

-

Therefore, a subsequent decision by'the State Superintendent determined that
funds would be allocated based on a grant competition strategy. Publlc and
private agcncles in Wisconsin, as deflned in the statutes, were e11g1b1e to
aPP}Y-

With the advent of new statutes creating the Special, Educatlonal Needs
Program (SEN), the Department of‘Publlc Instruction proceeded to develop program
strategies to 1mp1ement the law and transldye the mandate into a working program.
This new'lcgislation required the~adoption.of new policies, theSicquisition of
new staff, and the accommodatlon of the department's current*admlnlstratldh to

~

a new structure of coordination regarding past pipctlces without the SEN

Program and future practices with the SEN Program as anxlntegral part of the

-~

total educational services. ( BETY s ”

In spring 1973, prior tq the passage of the Executive Budget for FY 1973-75

~ . - .

,and inpreparation for meeting the mandate of the proposed statutes s. 115,90
through 115.94. a departmentalrad hoc planning committee formulated policies to

govern the SEN Program plus an action schedule for FY 1973-75 These were

‘'submitted as recommendations to the State Superlntendent




- -

‘By late August 1973, the Executive Budget wgs‘passed: Funds totaling
$650,000 for the first year of the biennium and $5,350,000 for the second
year were appropriated to start the SEN Program throughout the state, with

an additional $145,000 designated for purposes of state administration of the

program.

- . . * R
Program development began in October 1973, when a staff consisting of a

Y

director, an educational consultant, and a clerk-typist was authorized to

proceed. Responsibility was given to that authorized staff to undertake
. ; Nl

specific implementation activitiés for the remainder of the biennium which

would produce operatihg projects in as short a time as possible. Staff'prgl

pared to function in six major areas and subsequent administration of the

Y

SEN Program depEDded~upon explicit goals established in these areasl' They -
included:’ ‘ o
2; :

I Program Development Goals
Il Funding Goals
II1 Staffing Goals

IV Communication Goals

V Scheduling 'Goals * -
VI Evaluation Goals

~

By May 1, 1974, sixteen agency propgsals had been éélected and funded
based on availability of $650,000 for FY 1974.- Programs were started immediately

and within oﬁe month many prbjects were fully staffed and'serving children.

In June 1974, a review of SEN funding by the Joint Committee on Finance

resulted in the release of only $2.9 million . for use +during FY 1975. With this -

-

release of funds the Joint Committee on Finance changed the direction of the SEN

Program from one based on service to as many SEN eligible students as possible .

A

to 9n§ of developing models for research‘purposes.‘ . )

By Juﬁé 1974, responses from public and ﬂonpuEizc_ﬁgencies to the invitation

to compete for SEN grants produced requests from over 200 agencies; an excellent

~

.o .
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-

v Needs Program to the Department of Public Instruction carr1es with it an

and positive indication that needs of low achievers throughout W1sconsin 11v1 g

in soc1o econom1c d1sadvantaged c1rcumstances d1d ex1st About 125 or 63 pe ent,

of the agencies submltted appl1cat1ons. Approx1mately 24 new proposals were

#® g‘
approved in add1t1on to the cont1nu1ng proposals from 16, ongoing projects. A

The State Super1ntendent's Advisory Comm1ttee for the SEN - Program consisted
of a representatzve membersh1p of teachers, adm1n1strators and parents (see"
Append1x C) _.The cormuttee began funct1on1ng on July lS 1974, when its mem:ers
undertook to establlsh policy recommendat1ons regarding. select1on of pro;ects ‘
wh1ch would ut111ze $2,900,000° for FY 197S-released by the Joint Comm1ttee on
F1nancT f;; SEN purposes Subsequent to the first maJor task of partictﬁat1ng
in selection of‘FY 1975 grantees,“the State Super1ntendent's Adv1sory Comm1ttee
has made recommendat1ons about state time schedules for efficient and realistic
admin1stratlon, policies to govern state operations_for FY 1976, and iriter- '
pretation of pupil eligibilitilfor future projects. ) o

In August 1974, 37 agencies received grants which utilized nine-tenths of
the appropr1at1ons released to the Department of Public Instruct1on. By
January 1975 three new, add1t1onal agencies recenved funds to’develop programs
for the remaining six months of the biennium. The name and goal of each SEN-
sponsored project agency is summarized in Appendix C.

’

ACCOUNTABILITY DEVELOPMENT - | .

"

The accountabilityfplan established for theeprogram was adopted for' two

reasons. First, continual allocation of funds for the Spec1al Educational

-

* obligation to‘meet the request of the Legislature Newly created SEN pro-

L]

grams included evaluation and research components to seek apswers to such
questlons as "Does anyth1ng we do make a d1fference’" and "Are the d1fferences

v

we hake worth the money expended?" N

» -
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estab11sh cr1terla which qlloy the State ‘Superintendent to continue funJQng

s,

programs providing the "greatest 11ke11hood" of squess for. ch11dren.v

Incorpdrated in the evaluatlon strategy are functions désignated for the State

-~

and all grantees to develop evaluatlon techﬁlques in’ as broad and comprehensive

a sense as posslble. . ¢ ) e )

The Final Evaluation Report ﬁill attempt to meet-the obligatiﬁos of f"
accountab111ty to 1nform the Goverpor, the Legislature and the cxtlzens of the Tl
State of Wisconsin. Included in the chapters which follow is 1nformatlon about
the degree of successful implementation reached in.the past two years to
translate new legislation into effectiye and efficient‘educational servics *
for toe‘cbildreﬁ speeified in”the SEN statutes ano‘infcrmatiop conéerning the \
progress made by students to overcome their identified low achievement:! In a .
addition, summary statistical data and descriptive narratives will update ana

extend information found in the SEN Interim. Evaluation Report of January 1975

A summary of the Interim Report results is 1nc1uded in Appendlx D. -

v ’ - ' " o,
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. EVALUATION PROCEDURES - . B -
b , / - ’ c. . ; : ' ’
The overall evaluation for the SEN Program was designed tg collect and
P4 N .

document information .on the quality of the projects funded and the worth of ’

" those expenditures in relatio to SEN's success in meeting the observed needs

“of childrén vis-a-vis the objeci:ives established for each project. -

~

3

¢ In carrymg out thls _plan of accountablhty, a unlque partnershlp m

~ -~

evaluatjon between the Department of Publlc Instructzon and the’ funded agencies’

was formed. This partnershlp can 'best be illustrated in the SEN Accom‘tabflity

Plan, which is presented in Table 2.131 A quick inspection of ‘the plan shows

PR

. ? . - S
the multiple dimensions of the SEN evaluation process. Essentially, these can . .

>

be categorized into the five (5)"fta\§k areas indicated below: T .
1. \Program Planning; - I

,2 . "Program Monitoring;

7 s, Program Sfrengthening; : '

* N ' .

. S 4\‘. Program Evaluation, -and

,

S

- _,’-

(f,

[ 8 Program C&ntm’,lati\o . : :« 5

Wlthln each of these areas, the scope and sequence of the SEN evaluatmlt was
r ~

‘outl ined, with the overrf&ing purpose of collectmg and prondmg informatzon

to the State Supermtendent to continue fundmg programs whj.ch rpro\ude ithe

) 4
oR

greatest ﬂlkellhood of success for children. ‘.6 . '*’:"x‘iu D ST '
"oy ;7 ¢
)

[»]
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- hensive eVeluation activities were established et the state\and;ii:iﬁe“T6651 . Y

v of the project objectives and the appropriateness of the locally-

evaluation ﬁ;an coﬁsisted of six (6) parts:

. . . . .. ;
N BN |
£, & & ~ ' N Lo |

To achieve the major goal of the aeggnn%abiligy plan, a variety of compre- ’

+

project levels. State and local activity responsibilities are depicted as /b

/

5 > \}\ ;

L}

follows: ‘ ‘
A, Seate Responsibility For Evaluation
The state evaluat%on activities included the: ’ + . ¥
ilgreview of the applicant's projegct preposal to ensure the'adequacy‘
based evaluation design to measure these objectives;

2) on-site monitoring of the projects at various points in time to -
determine the progress thqt the projects had realized in striving - .
' toward their goals and 1n implementing their-evaluation designs;

3) collection of data to determine how well project act1V1t1es were
being implemented; and . o
" 4) development and administration of an end-of-year evaluation form
on which the funded'projects could record the progress of chiddren
related to the individual project obJect1ves which were estab11shed. :
A copy of this data collection instrument is included in Appendix E. A (

. B. Local Agency Responsibility For Evaluation -
. . ' \
Each project applicant was required to submit an evaluation plan and its

’

associated cost as part of the proposal requesting funds. This locally-based

1) Needs Assessment: Applicants were'required to establish the extent
of the need for a SEN program by comparing deficiencies in level of
academic achievenient for a selected population and the extent of
resources available in the agency to .overcome the deficiencies®

% . . <

" 2) Selection of Goal$ and Specific Behav1oral Objectives: App11cants .
terms as goal statements. Behavioral obJect1ves were theﬁ'deVeloped
for each stated goal 'so that each could be’adequately measured,

\ 3) Pre-Test Assessment Procedures: Applicants were requested to indicate
' wvhat instruments were to be used to collect information about children T
for eligibility in.and selection for SEN programs in order to form N
a base line of data from which to estimate progress. Schedules of data-
collection act1v1t1es and samples of forms for recording information wereé
also required. : ™~

~ B

»
L3
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was conducted. To this end, the findings ffom state monitoring of projects and ?gF

’

the Qﬂd-of-year program activity evaluation are é@écribéd.x ‘ .

- .

The other evaluation method utilized, product evaluation, explores the !

effectiveness of the SEN projects in relation to the number of objectives .

which were accomplished, anéwthe.qumber of pupils who accomplished a specified

raﬁge qf objectives. These findings are demonsfrated on an agency-by-agéhcy

basis, with a state "effect" also illustrated. Since this section of the report
; . . . /

examines fhe.question éboué the worth of the SEN Program, it is especially

impSftant to document.tﬁe limitations of théﬂe#aluation désign to guard against

misuse or misinterpretation of the results, and to especially discourage conm-

parisons of one agency juith another. These limitations to the evaluation are

- »

indicated below: - . .

1) The SEN Program was designed to meet the individual needs of children.
Since these needs can be expected to vary considerably betwéen projects
and among children within projects, both the number of thesobjectives
established and the purposes of each of these can be expected to vary

:Fqnsiderably, leaving éomparison of .one agency to another invalid. .
2) Each project was given the prerogative to select their. own. yardstick . -

of evaluation, e.g., standardized testing, objectives testing, or
subjective judgment, as well'as choose their own method of data
analysis, e.g., tests of significance, comparison of raw scores, or .
* use of grade equivalents. Since these measurement techniques were in
fact applied in a differential fashion, there is no uniform way of
comparing one project's success with another. _ °
3) The evaluation resué;s presented in this document are based on the data
' reported by each préject. These data were accepted by the Department in
good faith that }hey~accurate1y reflect what happened during the project's
'+ intervention. Raw data substantiating the judgments of these projects )
is available at the prpject level. ' ) o

n -

. 4), Thirteen (13) projects selected and used a comparison group of students
, against which to measure the true effect of the SEN instructional
intervention. "While this approich to augmenting the SEN evaluation is
comendable,” it should be noted that some problems were observed with
. " “this application of quasi-experimental design. FogggSSt'was that the

"comparison groups may not have been identical to the SEN population .
on all necessary characteristics .for analyses. In addition, there is

the possibility that some of these students may have been receiying

additional instruction in the form of ESEA Title I, etc.
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o, ‘S)) Fotir (4) ‘projects did not submit their results in time for inclusion in
‘this report. These results will be appended when received by the :
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CHAPTER 3 . -
)

. ENROLLMENT AND FINANCIAL STATISTICS

|

: |

ENROLLMENT . _ |
1ot

lsd

Table 3.1 indicates that SEN projects were distributed among pub11c and

nonpubllc agenC1es and served rural as well as urban populatlons. The projects

were located in 17 counties, w;th'25 or 61.0 percent of them found in. an

urban~setting wh{Te 16 or 39.0 percent were found in a rural sétting. One project

repofted serving equal numbers of urban and rural children. The urban projects
served 3,212 or 73.9 percent of all the children participating in SEN projects

with the-remhining 1,136 or 26.1 percent being served in rural settings.

- »

-3

- -

TABLE 3.1

LOCALITY OF SEN PROJECTS BY ENROLLMENT

-

.
< L n -

; . _ Projects Enrollment : ~
Location: ; . N % ’ : N %
luban 25 61N . 3212, 73.9
Rural - - \. | 16 39.9, L 1136 26.1
TOTAL® " - 4 ep 4388 ¢ 100.0

A look at the distr1but10n of grade levels (Table 3. 2) covered by SEN pro;ects

~

‘p01nts out that the legal requlrement to give priority to pro;ects which serve

children in early ChlldhOOd is amply sat1sf1ed since 54 projects 1nd1cated they

served children in grade leVel three or below, whlle 26 pro;ectslreported that

they servell children in grade level four or above. (Duplicate count is reflected ,
in these figures since some projects serve moie then one grade level.)

-
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TABLE 3.2

‘. NUMBER AND PERCENTAGE OF PROJECTS )
AND ENROLLMENT PER GRADE LEVEL

r Project ‘ Enrollment
Grade Level . N % ' N %
Pre K : 23 28.7 1095 . 25.2 )
K. 14 17.5 , 327. 7.5
1-3, | T T @s T T T s i
4-6 12 15.0 1621 37.3
7.12 14 17.5. 523 12.0
“ | Total 80  100.0 4348 100.0

"Table 3.3 shows the ethnic characteristics of the SEN student population.
These data show that the children participating were more likely to be White
than minority, with Blacks repre;enting the largest minority group (27.0%)

. followed by Spanish Surname (7.1%), Native‘Aﬁerican (4.7%), and Orieptal (.3%).

f

' *

\

k4

TABLE 3.3 ‘ -

N

ETHNICITY OF CHILDREN PARTICIPATING IN SEN PROJECTS

[Ethnicity: N ] % .
Spanish Surname A 307 7.1 | K
Black FT s 27.0
_{Native American 204 . ' 4.7
E‘ 0r§enta1 . 11 | . .3
A1l Others 2651 61.0
Total ' 4348 100.0
. .
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FINANCIAL

In 1973, the Legislature appropri $6,000,000 in SEN money with the

4

stipulation that the funds be re&pased by the Joint ittee on Finance only

upon request and justification of the Department of Public Instruction The |
Department established all operation procedures necessary to administer the

state SEN Program and had, by June 197?, seletted enough relevant and appropriate
projects to utilize the entire amount of SEN funds set aside for thé biennium.
A total of $2,900,600 was released to 40 projects (37 funded in July of 1974,
3 additional projects in January of 1975) out o; the 87 originally chosen
because of the'impossibiiity of selecting as many .programs with variatioﬁs in_-

learning interventions,*of different sizes and per pupil costs as pfanned in

order to satisfy the directive given by the Joint Committee on Financé. That
direct@ve“ask%g the bepartment of "Public Iﬁ%truction to fund experiméntél énd ‘

model projécts in order.to search for successful'inteqwentiong that helped :
. disadvantaged childrqn reach their best academic skill level. . Tgbles 3.4
th?ough 3.7 presenf the fiscal expeﬁditures of each projecf, and égmpares these
expendituresfwith each project's enrollment. During FY 1975 $2.9 million was
ava;lable; of this, 32,774;457 was spent as of the Third Quarter, or drawn upon
for Fourth Qué;ter expenditures. Consequently, approximateiy $125,543 of the
$2.9 milliqn,gpproved is expected to be returned to‘the SEN account. It\is
believed thdf thi;qamount is being returned because the late ;ppromal to release
funds~to the SEN Program impéded the rate of implementation of the state plan
with optimum time to staff and develop curriculum both in FY 1974 and again in .
;9;55

As table 3.4 illustrates, the number of projects wefenfairly eggg}y'dis-

tributed between Public and Nonpublic agencies. The Public agencies had two

fewer pfojects while receivihg 71.2 percent of the total SEN money, serving

. h
i{*a ‘ /) ‘ o |
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77.5 percent of the total children taking part in thé SEN Program and had an

average expenditure for each child of $586. The Nonpublic projects Teceived

28.8 percent of the _money, served 22.5. ‘percent of the students, and had an

average expenditure of $816 per student The'average expenditure per student

<

across all projects was $638, BN .

[

P
4

i

. TABLE 3.4
N \‘ .
\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\EEN PROJECTS BY AGENCY TYPE, EXPENDITURE AND ENROLLMEBH‘A\ .
‘ ‘Prb'ztt\' Expendi turet Enirol Iment ¢\Per Pup11
. - |Agency N« 5 ——N_ % - N % Expenditure .

19

Public 47.5  $1,975,572 71:2— 3369 77.5 - $586 -
Nonpublic 21 52,5 798,885 28.8 979 22.5~—| . s1e.
, Total 40 100.0 $2,774,457 100.0 4348 100.0 ° $638

)— N

is

s udents served.

Tables 3.5 through 3.

and fper-student expenditures by Public and Nonpublic agency type.

04 or 15.6 percent of all SEN mon1es released

. \
A »
X N
N .

\/ ,
7 present the eihenditure'lexels, enrﬁilment tdtals
Each pro;ect

g

dentified and compared two ways, . Table 3.5 compares each pro;ect' .

pend1tures and enrollments with the'total amount,of SEN monies spent and

“

This table, therefore, shows that the Mllwaukee Teachers Pupil

1ng Lab pro;ect received the most money of all projects amounting to

"}
g;th Cosmic Montessori

receiving the least, $4 800 or 3 percent of the total money,, -

Mllwaukee Teachers Pupil Learning Lab prOJect also served-the most students,

1,028 or 23.6 percent of the total number of students taklng part in SEN

while the Highland Community School project served the least,

-
projects,

13, or .3 percent of

Tall the students served.

When taking a look .at the cost per student data; it is

< . 1mportant to.note that the var1at10n of this fig%fe between these pro;ects is

a result of both the _type and amount of SEN intervention provided.

[

.
. . ) .
.
b 21 ' ) ”
* . ] - B
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Tables 3.6 and 3.; look at how expenditufes and enrollments were distributed
within Public ana Nonpublic agency types. The Milwaukee Teachers Pupil)Learning
Lab project received 22.0 percent of all students being setved in the Public,
agencies. The Southwestern Community Action Program (CAP) project received
10.1 percent of all the monies allocated to‘Nonpublic agenc%es, and served
4.5 percent of all the students partaking in projects run by Noﬁfuﬁlic agencies.
The Harambee Community School project served 28,0 percent of all_the cﬁildren

°

‘served by Nonpublic agencies, but received 7.7 percent of the‘honey:

4 14
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. TABLE 3.5 .
SEN PROJECTS BY AGENCY TYPE, EXPENDITURI:,
* ENROLLMENT AND EXPENDITURES PER PUPIL

. 9
Expenditure, ' Enrollment Ixpenditure Per
Public’ N %t N % Pupil
(1) Amery* . 3,309 .1 * - -
Bayfigld, Jt. Dist. #1 17,679 .6 52 1.2 349
Beloit, Jt. Dist.fl1- 137,460 5.0 140 3.2 982
Cashton, Jt. Dist. #1 29,707 1.1 45 1.0 660
‘l CESA #6, Chippewa Falls 188,290 6.8 143 3.3 1317
. CESA #10, Plymouth 80,970 2.9 63 1.5 1285 .
CESA #13, Waupun 129,339 4.7 366 8.4 "353 v
CES/. #18, Burlington 102,740 3.7 101 2.3 1017 )
* Gillett, Jt. Dist; #3 21,191 .8 30 .7 706
Grecn Bay, Jt. Dist #1 159,971 5.8 22 5.2 708 ° ~
Madison, Jt/ Dist.48 16,560 .6 24 .6 690
Melrose ~ Mindoro 57,206 2.1 -140 3.2 409
Milwaukee (Career Program) 67,366 2.4 41 .9 l643
(2)Midwaukee Teacher Pupil* .
" Learning Lab 435,404 15.6 1028 23.6 424
Racane Public Schools -, 295,035 10.5 731 16.7 \ 404
(3)Shawano Public Schools* 30,000 1.1 20 .5 1500
Sheloygan, Jt. Dist.¥1 81,952 3.0 90 2.1 911
Stoughton, Jt. Dist.43 26,420 1.0 + .33 .8 801
i " Tomsth Public School's 41,675 1.5 50 1.2 834
Wauau, Jt. Dist.f1 53,300 1.9 46 1.1 1159 .
Total Public $1,975,572  71.2 3369 77.5 ---
Average 98,779 -- 177 -- $586
*See following page for explanation of numbered footnotes ,
Nonpublic
(3)Carter Child Dev. Center* 21,300 .8 52 1.2 410
Centro-Cultural-Id. 11.S. 26,895 1.0 43 1.0 <625
(3)CAP of Rock County* 10,095 .4 28 .6 361
Chiid Development (nc. 29,783 1.1 18 .4 1656
Comiando Project I 79,081 2.8 31 .7 2551 :
Comn. Cord. Child Care . 56,736 2.0 35 .8 1621 -
Comn. Relations Soc. Dev. 47,541 1.7 21 .5 2264
Men>monie CAP 45,019 1.6 26 N 1731
"Men>monie ity Ed. Comm. 78,300 2.8 36 .8 2175
Milv. Private Coop. (Admin) 9,228 .3 -- - =
(3)Cosmic Mont. So.,Inc.* 4,800 27 15 .3 320
llirambee Com. School 62,327 2.2 274 6.4 227
Highland Comm. School 9,557 .4 13 ] 735 !
Journey ltouse 58,071 2.1 64 i.s 907
Leo Community School 28,750 1.0 56 1.3° 513
Rainbow School 10,352 . ',4 13 3 796 1
icban Day School 43,838 1.5 69 1.6 635 i
Nor:h Cepitral CAP 30,180 1.1 21 .5 1437 !
- Onetda Tribe of Wisconsin 26,296 1.0 70 1.6 376 -
Silver Springs Neigh.Ctr. 9,959 .4 15 .3 664 ]
Southwestern CAP 81,028 2.9 45 1.0 - 1801 ;
Tri-City Youth Services 29,750 1.1 34 .8 875 i
Total Nonpublic . $798,885 28.8 979  22.5 --- ’
Average ~ T 36,313 -- 47 - ~ 8816 !
Total Public § Nonpublic $2,774,457 100.0 4348 100.0 * $638 (avarage,f

I's
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TABLE 3.6
SEN PROJECTS RUN BY PUBLIC AGENCIES BY
EXPENDITURES, ENROLLMENT AND EXPENDITURES PER PUPIL
. Expenditurc Enrol Iment Expenditure P&r
’ Public N % N % Pupil
Amery ) 3,309 .2 * -- --
Bayfield, Jt, Dist. #1 17,677 .9 52 1.5 340 1
Belcit, Jt. (Dist.!‘lj 137,460 7.0 140 4.2 982 ’
Casiton, Jt. Dist, #1 ‘29,707 1.5 45 1.3 660
CESt #6, Chippewa Falls 188,290 9.5 143 4.3 * 1317
CES? #10, Plymouth 80,970 4.1 63 1.9 1285
CES/ #13, Waupun 129,339 6.6 366 10.8 353
CES? #18, Burlington 1023740 5.2 1 3.0 1017
* Gillett, Jt. Dist, #3 21,181 1.1 . J‘qq e 29 . 706
> |Green Bay, Jt..Dist #1 159,971 8.1 “fzzr’ e 7 708 ’
Madison, Jt. Dist.¥8 16,560 .8 . zn*““w .7 690
Melrose - Mindoro 57,206 2.9 140 4.2 409
Milwaukee (Carcer Program) 67,366 3.4 41 1.2 - 1643
Milwaukee Tcachor Iupil i
Lesrning Lab 435,404 22.0 1028 30.4 424
Racinc Pyblic Schools 205,035 14,9 731° 21.7 404
Shawano Public Schools” - 30,000 1.5, 20 .6 1500
Shetoygan, Jt, Dist .#1 81,952 4.2 90 2.7 - 911
Stoitghton, Jt. Dist.#3 26,420 1.3 33 o 801 \
R Tomeh Public Schools 41,675 2.1 50 1.5 834 .
Hausau, Jt. Dist.¥] 53,300 2.7 46 * 1.4 1159
Totzl Public $1,975,572  100.0 3369 100.0 -
Average 98,770 -- 177 - $586
*Program stcontmued . iy ,
TABLE 3.7 "
S SEN PROJECTS RUN BY NONPUBLIC AGENCIES BX -
‘ EXPENDITURES, ENROLLMENT AND EXPENDITURES PER PUPIL .
. Expenditure Enrollment .- Expenditure - |
. [Nonpaublic N ¥ ____N % . Per Pupil
Carter Child Dev. C(entor . 21 300 2.7 52 5.3 410
Cent ro-Cultural-1d. 11.$, 20,805 3.4 43 4.4 . 625 :
CAP of Rock County - 10,095 1.7 28 2.9 361
Chiid tovelopment lnc. 29,783 3.7 14 1.8 . 1656
Commando Project 1 79,081 9.9 31 3.2 2551
Commi. Cord. Child (are 56,736 7.1 35 3.6 1621
Comn. Relations Soc. Pev- 47,541 * 6.0 21 2,2 2264 .
Mencmohie CAP’ 45,109 9.7 26 3.7 1732
) Menomonic City Bd. Comm. * 78,300 5.6+ - 36 2.7 2175
Milw. Private Coop. (Admin) 9,228 1.2 - -- -- R P o
- Cosmic Mont, So.,Inc. 4,800 1,2 15 1.3 . 320
He rambee Comm. School 62,327 7.7 274 28.0 . .227
. H>ghland Comn Sc.hool 9,557 7.3 13- 6.6 735
Journey Hou 58 071 © 3.6 64 S.7. 907
Leo Co ty, School 28 750 1.8 56 1.3 513
R: inbow School . 103352 5.5 13 7.0 796 -
Urban Day School  *  43.838 .6 69 1.4 635
. |North Central CAP 30,180 3.8 - 21 2.2 , ¥ 1437
Onexda Tribe of Wisconsin 26,296 3.3 70 7.2 376
Silver Springs Neigh.Ctr. 9,959 1.3 15 1.5 664
Sout hwestern CAP 81,028 10.1 45 4.5 1801
. [Tri.City Youth Services 29,750 3.7 34 3.5 875 )
Tot: 1 Nompubl ic $798,885 100.0 979 100.0 .-
verage - 3§ 042 -~ 37 - $816
T TaﬁI?ubhc & Nonpublic $2,774,457 100.0 4348 100.0 $638 (average)
- ¢ -
- - L] t ’ ;
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(1) The Améry project did éot function after October 30, 1974.

»
oo
. N
-

222 The ﬁilwaugee Public School Pupil ‘Tcacher Learning Lab was
- a two phase program, Phasé I;p:ovided 126 étudensf~with
intensive educational experiences at thé Jefferson Sého&l.
. . y Phase II consisted of a teacher.fraining program in_ghid{ -
" 32 teachers; of 902 SEN eligible Sfudenté‘attending various- g ." -
elementary. schools in central Miiwaukee, received instruction
- in techniques for helping the SEN chiidr?n in their class- ' i f

room. . SEN funds supplemented the basic program for these

. children in their respective schools. : :

(3) Projects beEame operable .in January’ of 1975 and continued

*

thipugh the second semester, -
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z . PROGRAM CHARACTERISTICS
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“TIME'OF OPERATION - ’ '

‘ ' ) &
s The variation 1n the time of’ operat1on of the 40- SEN projects is depicted in . ]
. 7 .

%

e

“*. Table 4’1 The 1nformat1on in th1s tatite is arranged by” agency (public and non-

Lo .

publlc) and length of ﬁroJect duratlon, as def1ned by semesters. Each semester

is equ1ya1ent to approxzmately five months of instruction.

-

An 1nspect1on of the table shows that 36 or 90 percent of the proJects

operated for. at 1east two semesters with the‘rema1n1ng four proJects funded
1

for only one’ semester. These“latter four projects were 1n1t1ated dur1ng the

spr1ng semester, 1975 When look1ng at the data wh11e controlling for type of

agency, one can observe on1y a sl1ght d1fference between pub'1c and nonpublic_

v

agencres in each of the categor1es of prOJect dutat1on. F%ﬁﬁinstance, the data

.
PER S P § -

- /
reveals: that for the category "more'than two semesters" ten public and seven
nonpub11c agenc1es were funded. In the category ''two sem sters' a réwersed :

» ., L

pattern can be observed. In th1s category, eight pub11 agencies and 11 non-

- ,
.publrc agencies were operated For the proJect duratlon category entitled "one
S : ol

semester" three of the four proJects were nonpub11c schools. f
\ ‘ ) -
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o TABLE 4.1. , ' ‘
: % ’ :? ) . : ’/\ i LA \ . - ‘.‘, . .- ‘ u"_
* NUMBER ‘OF SEMESTERS: ELAPSED BETWEEN BEGINNING .
' JAND ENDING DATE FOR “PGRIOD WHICH SEN, PROJECTS S
¢ ‘ WERE FUNDED: 1974-75 ' . . . B

O,
.
K -- ‘

.
v .t N .

An exammatmn of the tab 1e ehows three types Uf personnél categones under 5

¢

+

-,

¢

types: In additlon, another. category label.ed Volunteers is presented tq

111ustrate th%“Unpaid Personnel were also a maJor part o€ the SEN staffmg

¥

)

.»; o Pa1d Personnel' These mclude Admnistrauve, Teacher, and Non—Profess1ona1

° ", ; - e e < T
© 7 pattern. ; \ S e
an o , - -, ! . v -r I';’ -~ A “) L
A ) When looking at the number of full-nme equ1ve1ent posﬁnons by’ source”

K ’k

.of funding, there appears to be very little d1fference between the nqmber of ..

v % o,

SEN,‘funded p051t10ns and the number of ethen funded positmns in therarea of

1‘4\‘

Admms,tration.

L . TR g v
. .- ] g == . . . 4
o * [Project - .o . T L g
~  -PDuration ’ . Public ‘Nompubljec 7% v .Total{ ’ yoo
- P . - N 3 w
. LI s . . + ‘ ETRT I . o
- N . ¢ < % . - 7SN K £
’ More t}l'an ) S * ~ '. ’ - ’ ’ - 4 ' 5 L0 ",\ -, ﬁ*’;f. » ] = r"‘
two Semestérs S A ORI £ et
. . Y _ . . . . \' I - e
) L/ - . B N h ° 1"L .. s . -y ! e o fL
< +  ]Two Semesters e 8 . a . 11 - . ’ ; '19 “
- . [ y , R \1 . » N ‘ N i -»1-.?’:0 ‘. t"l
. G " .. - T s
N One Semester’ . H . 3 .. &1
- - . I v ' R 4 ~ . * b -~
. = Ly ‘_—,.:r - ° ] !
- N 2 L f ' N o A ol
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, : - Summarlzed in Table 4.2 are the number e}nd kmds of persons mvolved in; i

y ¢ ¥ m‘?’ * 4 f,\ .
s personnel cgtegorles funded by the SEN Program and other funding sources. IR
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In the Teacher.categbry, however, ‘differences begin to’éake observable

form. For exemple, SEN funds paid -for 116.41 full-time Teacher p051t1ons,

.while other funding sources accbunted for 87.71 full-time Teacher pos1t10ns, ‘

br1ng1ng the total number of full-tlme teachers workzng in the SEN Program

to 204 12

. %

é N Al
ol

L ‘In the Non-Professidnad Paid Personnel category, the data shows that

4

L . . s

N

the!SEN Program funded the great major1t§ of Non-Professional types. In this "

_,-f t

category, 185. 80 pos1t10ns Were funded w1th SEN Program monies while other

funds were expended to buy 32.46 pas1t10ns. } ' _- ‘ IA“

: . TABLE 4.2 - . TR e
NUMBER OF FULL-TIME PERSONS INVOLVED IN PERSONNEL' ~. . ‘uie,

" CATEGORIES FUNDED BY SEN PROGRAM AND OTHER FUND- ... R
, ING SOURCES: 1974-75 - L

‘ V ‘ . / i : , ¥ :‘ . R ‘
LY » ", ‘ Full-Time Equ1va1ent Positions .~ <A i
' Personnel Category % SEN Funds . _Other Funds - . *. " Totdl.(%) .

!

" Paid PerEbnnel : - o ' : ‘ 5 i : R 'f’i‘ e
2 e PR ! . - ' L
Administration = . | = 16.38° - - : ; 17.06 $ 33, 44 7. 3%)
"a‘ I '-- ‘n. '.. e e * .‘« :‘ ' “., - o L " | :"H ' e'
‘‘Teather * = . 116417, - 87,71 20!: pvs (44 74.)- ‘
R cT . . o‘-.. Lo . » . 4

Mon-Proféssional’ .+ -185.807 * C 32,46 . 218.26 (47.8%))

Total Paid Persornel ' .| 'sisfsg . . - iy

“ . . ¢ P 13 " . B H
<. . . 3 . b : o
- 3 I " B . .

o

i 455 82 (100 )
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Unpaid Persommel. - 77| . T L TR (.

.. 1 4 - B 1
Ty vl A . ‘,"~ : 1*‘ SR : "." _— ¥ go
o Volunteel;§ RN A e IR - B 89 1}. (].QO )

“r
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It s somet1mes instructive to look at the Paid Rgrﬁonnel categorres

according to the’ percentages of the type of pos1t1ons fUnded to the tatal

e v

" number of positions. ‘When d01ng so, the data reveals a striking pattern of -
the number of/pegple employed for 1nstruct1ona1,p“rposes in the SEN Program.

For 1nstance, it apﬁears that 'the most prevalent poslt1ons funded were the

53 , Yy

classroom teacher and the instructional aide position, respettively. This

H

. employment pattern of well ‘over 90 percent of the positions across fdnding
& e e T
sources for the SEN Program in instructional .areas sheuld come as no surprise,

however”; s;nce the SEN Program was specially des1gned to sérve the target

. ‘4

" populat1on of children with low-ach1evement problems ' Therefore, the

skewed distribution of positions in the instructional area is cohsistent with
‘o . . o ) .
"the~design of the program.’ ’ ]
: ‘ t . ‘ ¥

1 /i, *
L

_ STUDENT CONTACT ~ *, . =

4

A variety of grouping patterns ocdurred in the various SEN projects acrosg¢’

the state, Table 4.3 presents a look at the typical 1nstructrona1 contact

pattern of an average proJect as they occurred within any g1ven week. The con-
'tact patterns are divided into three types: one-to- -One, group of fewer than f1ve,

" and groups of more than five. The average number of students per pro;ect which

» EY

v received a g1ven type of contagt, the average duration in hours of that contact,

and the average number of these contacts per week are a11 presented. These :

-~

are *of course a dup11cate4 count of students since one can expect each student

. to be[}nvolved in more than one instructional group1ng arrangement durlng the

- ‘
.

course of a week, ' ' .
. v | ; .
o ‘ . . -
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TABLE 4.3
6¢PP
AVERAGE -WEEKLY STUDENT CONTACT BY'TYPE OF CONTACT
NUMBER OF STUDENTS, DURATION OF CONTACT, AND
NUMBER OF CONTACTS.

. o

o
-

‘ No. of Duration of No. of
Type of Contait: Students * Contact Hours ' Contacts

»One-to-onej; ~- Y

Group of Fewer Than Five 50 2.9

2.7

Group of More Than Five 27 4.5
- ——

!

»
s

These data show that at a given SEN progect within any single week of
the proJect year, one could expect that 42 students wlll'haVe receivéd 2,7

hours of one- to -one contact Thls 2.7 hours was accumulated over six contacts,

BN

each averaging araund 16 minutes. In, groups of less than five, 50 students

would have recelved 2.9 hours of contact accumulated over five contacts for

.

an average of 36 minutes. In groups of more than five, 27 students received

4.5 hours of contact accumulated over seven 1nstances for-an average of 39 minutes

per contact in any given week; of SEN progect operatlon.s Therefore, abstudent
‘was more d1kely to have contact with non-student personnel (i.e., teachers tutors,_

a1des, parents, etc.) in groups of less than five for about 30 minutes a day, .

somewhat less likely to have contact in’ gne-to-one situations and for shorter

periods of trme (16 m1nutes) per day, and even more less llkely to part1c1pate

4 4‘_/‘;;\
in contact s1tuatlons in groups of more than five, W1thﬁthe§e contact situations

being for longer perlods of time than the other two contact types

A




-

The real significance of these per student contact data 11es in the fact

t}iat the SEN Program i Was highly individpalized, and that w1thin a g1ven week of.

~

operatlon,- an mstructional arrangement of one-to-one or instructional . groups

. of ‘less than five coulﬂ be observed. As reported in a later sectlon of thls .

report. (Chapter 5), the 1n,struct1ona1 pattern of the SEN Program was eqraluated

4

as quite satlsfactory and surely one element of the program contr1but1ng to the

. ¢ L

positive stgdent achievement patterns which were found. - o, ]
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»
Commitment #1:;

CHAPTER 5 .-

’

RROGRAM EVALUATION: ANALYSIS OF PROGRAM OPERATION

14

£

STATE PROGRAM MONITORING - 1

. On June gl, 1974,‘the State  Superintendent of Public fnstruction made

-
.

seven commitments on behalf of the Department to the Legislature and Governor

relative té “the SEN Program. . These'comﬁitments were fulfilled; a report .'

¥
. . \

of the comnitments and strategies employed to achieve them follows:

©

A -

14

advisory committee will be

That a'statewide Special Educational Nee

established. The function*6f the committef +#ill be to: ’

‘a., Recommen& pol%cy;\« \ 7
b. Recommend changes in éuldellnes (as required. by‘statute) to
strengthen programs; and

‘c. Recommend fhndlng of projects previously evalﬁated‘by SEN ‘'staff.
The State Superintendent's Advisory Committee for SEN became .

operational on'July 15, 1974. Since that time the committee
“has been most active in every-phase of the program. Six

. general meetings of the committee have been held for the

purpose of: developing policies and guidelines; reviewing
project applications, evaluating prOJcct activities; and es-
tablishing application procedures and format etc.

Comnitment #2:

-

-

That fiscal rianagement and audit systems will be developed and strictly
[ . [ . s
enforced to ensure that maximum program and fiscal effectiveness is derived

¥

from each SEN dollar appropriated.

‘: K - | i;;:z
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A review of fiscal management procedures indicate that the
state office has established a workable system. Advanced
quarterly payments coupled with required expendlture reports
has produced the control factor to spending in accordance
with proposal budgets. Required reports and deadlines for
submitting reports were established in the spring of 1974.:

Commitment #3:
“That éach épproved program is monitored at least monthly by professional

consultants to ensure program and f}§cal accountabilitf/’

-
¥

Program mon1tor1ng processes indicate that each SEN projegt
was reviewed either by telephone or personal, on-site casitact
on a monthly basis. The average number of on-site vas1ta-
tions range from four to ten dur1ng the project per1od .

Commitment #4: .

. [

That each approved program is evaluated through an on-site team visit by

2

Department consultants at least once each yehr.
Between the period of time £rom March 12, 1975 to, June 3, 1975,
all forty SEN programs were visited by the SEN Evaluatlon Team.
This visit was’ conducted for thée purpose of assessing all phases
and stages of program activities iIn relation to SEN gu1de11nes.

<

Commitment #5:

That professional research and evaluation consultants from the Department's

Bureau: fotr Planning and Evaluatiop will assist the SEN staff as needed to - ;)

develop and validate assessment and evaluation models to meet the needs of
y . .o .. .
the various types of approved programs.

/ + In fulfilling this commitment the Department formulated
evaluation designs to retrieve data about process ‘or

operation and about progress*®f children as that data

relates to stated program goals and objectives. These'

designs have proven to be acceptable and workable- for

both public and prlvate agencies. The SEN Evaluation

Consultant, while in frequent contact with all projects,

prov1ded techn1ca1 assistance in the-writing“of pfoject
objectives® and designing of evaluations.

Thé SEN Accountability Plam Design involved the submitting -

. of two reports by approved progr to the Department.
These were: J?mi\\g
1) The M1d~Year Evaluation Report -Jan. 27, 1975

2) The Final Evaluation Report - May 22, 197S‘N

;
I 2
.
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Commitment #6: - . ‘ o
That the results of the assessment and evaluation for each approved’project -

will be formally presented to the Legislators and Governpr prior to January 1

<

" (as required by statufe) and June 1 of each fiscal year.

The SEN Interim Report for FY 1975 was distributed the
first week in February, 1975 and contajnrs information
relative to the administrative goals“of the SEN Program.
These include progranm development goals, funding goals,"
staffing goals, communication goal§, scheduling goals
and evaluation goals. A Summary of the Ipterim Report
is included in Appendix A. ' This final ort fulfills
the Commitment.

Commitment #7:

That the Department will deﬁelob and*disseminate a bi-monthly newsletter

relative to SEN programs and activities.

The Department met this commitment in the publishing

and statewide disseminating of the "SENtinel Newsletter".

To date three (3) issues of the "SENtinel" have been pub- N
lished - with issue #4 due off the press by the end of :

June 1975. -, ‘

STATE MONITORING RESULTS -

Each SEN project was subjectively evaluated og/tﬁelve specific components

relat;xe‘;o program operation’ahd SEN Guidelinee,/ES represented in Table 5.1.

" The DPI-SEN staff's consensus was recorded. //

o~

The component areas where projects yere cons1dered to experience greater

sessment Staff Approprlatlon! Pupil, and
7
-, (Inservice) was encouraged throughout the project

success were in the areas-of:

8

‘Inetruction. Staff develo

year by the DPI staff; howeverj_ inservice training for staff was not a mandatory

/

éomponent in the 1975-76 project. //7ny project activitiee for staff was viewed
s

‘to be general "staff1ng\ maneuver and not establlshed staff development activities.

This probably accounts for the fact that 57.5 percent of the projects were glven

~
«""’"~

a r§t1ng of Acceptable to Unacceptable in th1s component.-To assist in thi's area,

e the 1975-76 SEN appllcatlon has been designed to help programs identify specific

i staff development/act1V1ties related to overall project goals and objectives.

. / B 34
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SEN Component

Pupil

;&
Cost,

Staff
X,

Assessment

Instruction_

Evaluation

In-Service

Parent InvolVeﬁent

‘N=38

+ Dissemination

Monitoring

-

Total

TABLE 5.1

NUMBER AND PERCENTAGE OF PROJECTS

WITH. A RANKING OF HIGHLY*ACCEPTABLE,

ACCEPTABLE & UNACCEPTABLE

- ’

~ " 85.

-30-

Highly °
Criteria . AcceRtable
eligibility; ‘ 35
numbers served v 87.5%
cffectiveness; 30 -
per:pupil costs 75.0%
Appropriateness; ° 33
role assignments; 82.5%
certification -
Funding; 30
salaries; 75.0%
comparableness i ' ,
supplemental ; 31
appropriatcness; 77.5%
Justlflcatlon expended :
as approved
Activity 17
‘meetings; ipvolvement 42,5%
Advisory T
capacity 15.0%
needs asse%sment; ’ 33
instruments 82.5%
program design; methods 32
technlques\ 80.0%
" as approved; per 25
guidelines;’ acceptable 62.5%
quantlty, quallty, - 17
modes 42.5%
parent contacts. . 26
68.4%
public relations; 22 °
information sharing 55.0%
in-house checking and 29
regulatlng of activities 72.5%
~ 165.6%

Acceptable,  Unacceptable
4 1
10.0% 2.50%
4 6 .
10.0% 15.0%"
4 -3
10.0% 7.5%
"6 4 .
15.0% 10.0%
3 6
7.5% 15.0%
11 12
27.5% 30.0%
s 16
» 45.0% 40.0%
"as 2
12.5% 5.0%
6 2
15.0% 5.0%
12 3
3q.0% 7.5%
17 . 6
42,5% 15.0%
8 4" ~.
. 21.1% 10.5%(2N.A))
13 'S
32.5% ) 12.5%
7 4
17.5% 10. 0%
21.15% 13.2%
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Another general weakness was identified in thé Local Pbl%ey Adviso;y‘
gouncil (LAPC) component area. Fifty-seven and on-half (57.5) pereent of all
projects feéeived‘a}score from acceptable to unacceptable. Many private

.agencies were opereting with Parent Groups, Poliey Councils or Boards of‘ )
Directors instead of formulating a bena fide SEN-LAPC . ‘

'Elgﬁty-s1x and seven- tenths (86.7) of the 40 pro;ects operat1ng received

an accable or highly aqgeptable rating in the various component areas wh11e
only 13.2 pégcent of pro;ects rece1ved unacceptable rat1ngs over all areas

Based on thes} analyses it can be summarized that consistent with the SEN

. Buidelines, projects were operating highly acceptably.

.

EVALUATION OF SPECIFIC SEN ACTIVITIES . . v
. “ \ .
An evaluatlogrgf progran act1v1t1es was conducted to look at spec1f1c

d ¢

program activities used and the degree of effectlveness of these activities
when applied to a giveﬁ target group. The target gfoups include students,

parents, and teachers. Using the end-gf-year evaluation form developed by the

: S
Department, 21 activities- were specified for the assessment, with an '"other"

provided to allow fgp/ﬁdditional program activities unique to the pro&ectsa

Since these additions accounted for no more than minimal use by the projects

they are not presented nor analyzed in tables whié¢h accompany the evaluation

3 -
narrative. . e

. s

The tables are organized to present the program activity; the number of

LY

projects using the activity, and the percentage of these projects which found

the activity: greatly effective, partially effective, less effective or not
— .

effective at all. This format appliés to all three terget groups. The student

,target group is included in Table 5.2, parents,in Table 5.3, and teachers in

Table 5.4. ' .

,36 I
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Students. Of the first 21 program aCtivities with students reported on, eight
or 35.1 percent were used by 30 or more pro:}ects.,L These eight activities provedx

to be at least partially effective, with.most being greatly effective. - Instruc-

%

tional materials were the most frequefitly used and apparently proved the most

N R . AN , 1
effective category. Small group instryction and/;ndividualized instruction were
next in frequency of use and also received high ratings for being greatly effective

when dealing with students. The activities employed least of thé 21 when dealing

. 4

with students were student group counsellng, which proved only partially effectlve,

and the use of extended school days, wh1ch proved greatly effective in 50 percent

.

of the proyects and partially effective in 40 percent. The remaining 10 percent .
of users rated this activity not effective at all. The remaining activities

were used to a lesser extent with varying degrees of effectiveness.:

.
4

Parents. Of the projects employing program activities for parents, (Table S.Sj,

,

the most frequently used was” parent-staff conference which proved rather

effect1ve, while the use of audio-visual materials was second most frequently used

and also proved effective. The least used activities were extended school days

v

with 100 percent of ‘the projects finding this greatly,effective and student

a

group counseling, which-was evenly divided between greatly and partially effective

£

Teachers. The use of counseling of parents was by far ohe4mqst frequent activity
emploved when dealing with the reacher target group, but its effecfiveness

seems to be ouestioned in that it is the only activdty that registered a ''not
effective" when applied toward this taréet group. Sixty-four percept (64%) o€ the
projects found it only partially effective. The'exteﬂded school day and home

activity packet activities were the least frequently employed, but still proved

to be at least partially effectlve. It appears from Table 5.4 that no matter -
wh1ch program activity was employed when dealing ‘with the xeacher target group
only a very few proved to be less than effective. ,
” - .
37 '
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TABLE. 5,2 R -

- -~

SUMMARY EVALUATION OF SEN PROGRAM ACTIVITIES
IN RELATION TO THE STUDENT TARGET GROUP

LY

-,

: Numbe(r % Responding % Responding ¥ Responding Z"Ié;spondin
|Program Activity: Progzct:s Greatly Eff. Part, Effec{ Less Effect. Not Efffect:.
Insvt:ructia&a]‘._ M;terials 36 86 .' 14 - - - "
: Diagnosti;:fPrescriptivé 4 - .
Materials 32 59 35 6 - -
“ |Use of Specialists 31 52 ) 36 ‘ 7 6

’ - {Use of Aides ‘ ~ _ 28 89 7 4 "%e - -
Individualized Instruction 35 86 ' 14 - - -
Teacher Inservice 32 32 , 56 9 .3
4Counseling Studéﬁts' 22 36 50 14, - -
Fi;ald Trips ’ 27 55 . 41 4' -~
Training for. gafents 19 42 42 11 ) 5
Extended School Day 10 50 , 42 ) - - 10
Counseling Parents .21 29 ) 57 10 5
Student Group pounséling 8 " 37 63, - - - -]
Home Activity Packet L15 - 40 47 13 --

Use of Audio-Visual f ’ oo

: Haterials 33 52 - 42 . 6 \ -
Home Visits 26 81 i 19 - - -
Small Grgup Instruction .. 35 80 Y- -

: -|Tutoring By Adults 19 . - 79 . - -
Tu'toring' i&y Peers 16 25 -
Parent Staéf Conference 32 .56 ¥ 3
Use of Volunt:e;g 23 28: - -

" |use of Program 'Consultantg‘_‘ 28 54 5 ) 25 S 18 "3
Other (Specify) 22 Specified - )

' 38



L
TABLE 5.3 ’

SUMMARY EVALUATION OF SEN PROGRAﬁ.ACTIVITIES
IN RELATION TO THE PARENT TARGET GROUP

v
-~y
.
[N /
.

/

_Number || % Responding’ Z,Respbnding % Responding ZﬁRespoﬁding
. i . of . - ' . 2
Program Activity: ¢ IProjects| Greatly Eff. ~Part. Effec. Less Effect. Not £ffect.

Instructional Materials 14 - 43 i sﬁw\\\\ . 7 - < :\
) ! . .

Diagnostic/Prescriptive
Materials - | ) 5 - 40 _ 40

' o

Use of Specialists . ' 38 ) ,54~
Use of Aides 71 ©29. 7+

Individualized Instruction | 75 - 13

- -

Teacher Inservice . 60, 40
Counseling Students ' | 50

Field Trips . -, 89

\

Tiaining for Parents | 67

Extended School Da

| Coun ng Parents

JStudent Group Counseling

Home Activity Packet

Use of Audio-Visual
Materials

Home Vigiés -
Small Group Ins;ruction
Tu;oring By Adults
<
.~ {Tutoring By Peers

t

Parent Staff Conference .

Usé of Volunteers

Use of- Program Consultants

.

N ¢ Yy o -
" _{Other (Specify) 22 specified




TABLE 5.4 . : o ,
- . SUMMARY EVALUATION OF SEN PROGRAM: AETIVITIES , . S
4 : IN RELATION TO TEACHER TARGET GROUP '

. o . e ) o o . T,
: - ] o Nnmi:er- % Responding ‘Z. Responding 4 Responding % ‘Résp.ondi,ng

‘ Prograi Activifie;: ' . }Q;e;:cts _Greatly Eff. Part. Effec. Less Effect. Not Effect.
Instructional Materials . h 18. ‘ T 83 3 17 ’ R - -

. Diagxio.stic/P;escriptive , “ . . . ‘ . , ‘

+ Materilals o 5 - 73 C 20 ' 7 - -

. Use of Specialists . 115, 67 S 33\‘ - ) Cae T
Use of Aide‘s‘h~; ' |14 Soon "2 7~ -~
Individualized 'Instru}ction 16 cf §9 . ' 31 -~ -
Teacher Inservice f < =15 . 67 ‘ a' 33 - - - -
Co&ﬁseﬂng Student;s 10 70 30 - - Y ‘N .

, N h . . —~ , . N
Field Trips ) . 9 . I 89 11 - = ‘) -~ ’
Training for Parents RS I | «5‘3‘ e 50 . 17° N
IExtende:d School Day | ( 7 3 , 67 o, 33; S - ‘ ' T '

/Counselixlg Parem:s B 0‘4]_ * ]‘ 27 R Y . - ‘-7‘ R : 2
Student:) (;rOpp Counseling v g “ 317 ‘ "‘ . ‘ 83‘. o et s,
 |Home Activit‘yt Packet, ‘ S . : go\ l _-tt" 8b ] : _.. - | < -

) Use of Audd.o-;isual i -y\.‘_ - R ‘- | ) - "‘

Materials ; .. % 75 254 - -

-

v

- X - ”e ) e
“lHome Visits 5 - - 50 50 - - -]
; LS - . :7 - 1:';-- v o /
“'lSma1l- Group ‘Instruction . 85 . 15 Yoo e -
. [fytoring By Adults o 100 -, ‘\ -, C -
. . ¢ ‘ 4 . - -— ’ Lt A

Tutoring By Peers 43 , 29 28 § - -

.{Parent . Staff Conference 'l 50, 56 - - \ - -
] * 4 * i L 1 v - .
Use of- Vglimteerg , 30 . 70 . ° -'- A

Use of gfogram;, Consultants

N - . “. ‘ .
. L . “ , . \ L ¥
Other (Specify) 22 specified - PIPIRN ) . -
- , » Y » Y .- v - 3
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CONCLUSIONS OF - PROGRAM OPERA_'I‘ION

-
v

‘ Projeqt 1ntervent10ns vafned and rangeﬂ wjde}y 1e t‘é":, )
. ’. - /"—v . ._\.‘u:. .
I/ S :

benef1t ch11dren and parents. ) Wlnle a rémew of e mrﬁ\dat'a a’lready

s -:\ ‘(

> pfr‘esented in this ,report mdicat 5 3}ari‘ety 1m t‘:.ﬁle -6F 'h atmn pupxllr
Do , {-; _{ o kt» / “ Qi., _‘ R
" cqntact, pupl-llteacher r”atm and/program aé’twiues, atte‘tzon wxﬁ*_notk

k' o
'.)_,!‘ " . l'.‘c - ‘\‘..Qe

be given, to summarlze the spec:.flc program»actl\utles tﬁat ha\te been utlh.;ied :
LR -

» ‘y‘l.
N 4 ¥

1n méetmg t}te ob;ethes and needs bf partm;.pant"gl

- “ia&\«,m 1

)“.

Act1v1t1es Wrth Students. The mqst wide‘ly uSed actwi’tie; that proved to v

e;,,‘ [

& .,
be ‘greatly effect1ve were msta:uctmnal »materials, ?gfﬂf M,ﬁ"oups, 1nd1v1d-

o e
3 Lot . ~
REF .'«».?-.' M . % g R R\

uahzed mstructmn and use of .azdes,.%ln programmmg fer t«he lmderach-léVer

! N -1 ¢ l b « \
? ‘:v . 4,. ; llnl J

many pro;edts recogruzed the need to. provme 1ntens1ve, 1nd1v4duallzed and small

e‘. q .-',;;’..

group 1nstruct1on usmg matenals and,eqmpment Thé ut11_12at19n of a\1des,was .

% «
' o 0 N * '
| S,

" the' most, effect1ve actlvny,, < _: o

oAt '
i

Loy . B
L™ - 'r/w } -

}Peacher "mservice actlyties were reported as bemg used by 32 pr03 ects

-x“° -\¢

_ wath only Sz)per‘cént of the pro;ects reportmg 1t to be greatly effectwe

; --';‘ 9 and §& per‘cent report;ng partlal,ly to not eﬁfectnre.,’ T!us ,relates to the DPI
‘ . 9' “ c‘ ] -

monmtorlﬂg table that 1dent1f1es thg 57 5 percent “of pro;;ects were g1ven a

}‘ ’ "

q-.,_ P ,

b ratlng of acceptable ‘and unacceptable in mser\uce. R .
. ! . -

~—

«° { L
Home VlSltS were uﬁd by 12 programs wzth 81 percent repo'rtmg <th1s
L4 <« ;/ oo
‘ a,ct1V1ty to be greatly effect1ve a'nd the remaming 19 perednt rep_ortmg it to"

b%partml ly. effectlve.

LN
o
r .
.
Y

- L

Activities with Parents:. In proudmg prpgrain actwltles 1%\Volvm§ the 9

of

-

£y P
parents of, SEN ch11dren, the mosi', frequently recorged acmvities mclude

4 ‘

pare%staff conferences use of au&:.o V1sua1 mater;tals* m%tructlonal matenals :
; g SRS TP "

and use ‘of specia ts. Ana;ys1s of the table\shows that the parent/staff

My

./l .




P . » .
B A R - St

’ SRR conferénce '13 still a\ most effective May “of 1nvolvmg and’ eéucating parents. D .

. ©
‘. - . >

’ . / 'I'Velve (,12) prpject;s provided trdinir;g programs for parents, 67 percent of the P
‘ o o ' pro;,eg:t-SL rated ,1t greatly effeotave Wh1,1e the other 33 percent‘ of programs :
( N - . ~rated 1t part;aily,,effe&lve. h _.' S . o ' T e A '
, “:‘n' , - . t, - _{ ‘ . - T . "
e T zr‘_'zg'. e wr ’ e ‘ ‘ SN S
L Act1v1t1es With Staff <K larger nuniber of prO}ects reported usmg, more often*, .
. .o the follow1;1g aCthltlés mth staff: counselmg parents, use of speciallsts, ‘ N
- ,". . use of alaSDOStlc/Pre.‘)crlptlve mater1ais ar:d 1nd1V1dua£V12ed mstructlon. -’ P
. ! ( ‘, Other r;oteworthy aspects ‘of the“SENvorogram can be, mdlcated ‘These ' et

.

- « iHC].udeo ' 3y . ’ N N N ' J‘ - ' . b N

w .

- " o The Department has fulleled to date, all of its.seven.(7) commitments : A
- made .to the.Legislature and Governor relative to the Special Educatiodnal
' L Needs Program. The combination of state staff assigned to.thé SEN | '“ ..
o Program' is ‘adequate to administer the program baseq on c\lrrent program T
— , de51gn and the current ‘level of fundmg. SR PRI
- -% . - S
" " e The Department's SEN Program Accour;tabnlty Plan was put dnto operat10n B
. S iamd 1s judged” to be most effective 1n admin:,stenng the program '

. e e Many pro;ects found the use of 1n,struct1ona1 naterials to be greatly . ..
L -« -effective in pr?’v ng program aot1V1t1es for students, parents and <

]

. »_.”. T ’ teaCheI§. . «., i ‘ _._‘.:'

. ° A great majotrity of pro;ects reported ut111zed al lt1ploc1ty of.pro- - i

. v, . 'gram activities and. .:mterventlons in servmg the urjderachiever. > e
. %osnlve educatlonal experlences were offered. . .7 " v
w}.‘c"- . .\ ' ‘} ‘... s R e b ’, ~ K f.. ) . . . . 2
.. ‘ . e Staff- -1nserV1¢e tramnig activities were not defined in a great maJorJ.ty .
! 4 pro; ects: - the prd;ects. reported mmmab 1nvol,vement m this area..
‘Z: T / . . . |‘ P N . , , o, K .

P o @ Parent trammg artd mtens:LVe involvement is nére typical of prog ahs

‘ \ﬁ] geared to young ch:.ld to older ch11dren Pai'ents learn t‘f .

»
¥ -

‘e v N "‘ .‘ .." '

ST e Parent counselmg per se d1d not prove to be as effectlve a teaéh1
: ‘ L act;w1ty as home v151ts or parent staff confer;ences.. oF

I




S PROGRAM 'BVALUATImi
. ANALYSTS: OF" PROGRAM Eppscrs

4’

>

Each agency rece1V1ng SEN fund;ng was . chﬁrged w1th the respon51b111ty to

develop and 1mp1ement.an ewaluatzon _comporient to determine the degxee to which

5

therr pro;ect obJectlves were met. In short, they were requlred to collect

_information to angwer the question: Did the SEN Program do the job for its

clients, i.e., students, parents, and teachers?

» o

[ad

.

The Department of Public Instruction encouraged an evaluation_étrategy~ )
. - . . . ®
tailored to the indiyidual needs and objectives of the SEN Program clients on

- N , ¥, ' PR

a project-by-project basis rather than impose a state-level global or’ a noIm--

-

referenced evaluation of the SEN Program during its first year(s) of =~ -’.-

-
o

operation. Such an evaluation, it was felt, would have more meaning and‘hence

1

be more useful to local project personnel for 1mpr\vement-re1ated dec151ons, —

espec1a11y in the area of student and 1nstructhp ST

- »

The 1nd1v1dua112ed evaluatq.on format does have its disadv‘antages thougﬁ B

<4

. but pr1mar11y from the standpo1nt of summarlzlng and reporting the results at

o

the state level in a report such as this "Amnual Evaluatlon"‘ As opposed to be1ng

[y . : v

able to deScrfBe the effects of the everall SEN Progmam in terms of trad1t10na1

14 4 -

grade equlvalent scores, or gain scores which are p ov1ded by a standardized -
4

/
test the following narrative desctibes on a proje¢t basiS' (a) the number
and percent of obJect1ves which were met and (b) the percent of the SEN student

'bulatlon who madtered a de31gnated range of thezobjectlves.

. -~
4 .
.

EVALUATION OF PROGRAM OBJECTIVES S S
Table 5.5 illustrates the variability in the mumber of objectives established .
M A
by the operating prbjects for each of th'e client target groups served, ~Dbjec—

tives were developed for students, parents, and teachers with thirteen proJects~

u51ng a non-SEN but comparable student population to augment their evaluatlon .

R

;trategy of student obJect1ves.

coL \ 43 - -

-38- . »

o
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.. = ‘Consistent with the purpose of the SEN -Program, SBQ br 90 percent of the

objectives were developed for SEN students, with the/remaining,45 or 10 percent

-
.

divided between parent and teacher populatiens.

When 1odﬁing at the student objectiveg estblished by the projgc%s,-&ne . ..

LY

.

can gasily observe great variation. The number of student objectives set ranged |
- P . . - 1

jectives. * s

a high of-44 wi;h:gn,average qf‘10.9 stud

from a low of two to

. 2

*" per project. The range in.the number of objectives established for parents -

-

and teachers is net' as great but in part this can be attributed to the fewer -
number of projects giving priorities in this area.

-~

ERIC»- - .

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
+
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TABI:E 5.5 T

NUMBER OF PERFORMANCE OBJL'CTIVES ESTABLISHED FOR STUDENTS
AND COMPARISON GROUP PARENTS TI’.AC}IERS BY DISTRICT ‘

PERFORMANCE 0BJECTIVES~ -

T

Total .

< : o (Yot including]
. Prgject . : (Comparison L _-Comparison | .3
# Code ___Students “Eroup) Parents  Teachers Group) s
. " T ~ ‘ =
1 02° 2 . ‘ 22
2 . 03 ¢ 15 (12) 2 s , 17
43 04 . . * % R * * -
s 05 *, 16 : 3 19
5 . .06 ’ " N "% M * *
16 . 07 - R * * * * &
. 08 v ~ 6 L 1 ~2 9
{8 09 . . 3 g ‘ 3
9. . 10 3 s C. 37
' 5 ) 5.
) 25 (20) .c 257,
5 s 0= (5) ‘ 1. . CL6
., a o 5 10
37" (3) . . .3
2" : _ . . g
3 ’ (2) ¢ . 3
w5 - . e SR
* ~ Lk * * Lok
20 (20) - Cl 20 .
5 . T " 6.
23 . L2 1. 126"
5 ~- . R . < g
'3 1.° 4 .
6 EO T
29 ‘ S e 29
-3 . ' T - 3 =
S * v ‘ai . ‘ “~5
3. A T DU,
2 Ve <15 >,
. o 10
, : .4y
‘ w16 .
3. 19,
e 2 5 .
h ' 12
137 | 3
|38 . , 8
39 4 ‘8
TOTAL SEN (111) 19 . 26 - 425 .
(Not inclu ing S
comparison. group) N-3 N=9 N=5 :
AVERAGE + 2.1 5.2 12,1
RANG&\ | rlo 1x4 1-18 °
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RESULTS OF PROGRAM OBJECTIVES

* <.

The results reported by the projects for each of the target groups are

- repqned :mTablesSé 5.7 and 5.8.

L4 ——

Table S 6 shows the percent of student obJectlves on a project basis

.
.
’ LD .o -

which used comparxson students to a1d.1n tHeir evaluation. An exammation of
v

these da.ta suggests the consxderabre success that the SEN Program realized dur1ng

'. its f1rst two years of operat1on. Of the 380 student obJect:.ves which were,

(

Cestabhshed 61 percent of these _were reported as met by the proJects, while only
42 percent of the compar1son group obJectxves were reported as met. Though
one has to mterpret the results of the comparison group with the SEN group

carefully, it seems plausxble to conclude that the SEN intervention had a positive

I!A 1}

and measu.rable 1mpact on students. In fact, only one of the 13 projects using a

-ncompanson group of students reported that the companson graup met a greater

AR %

percent of- the ob;ectrves than- that met by the SEN students. -

t A sim“i‘lar pattern of .success for the SEN Program can be drawn from the

Ly

"results of the SEN, parent and teacher obJectwes in Tables 5.7 and 5.8 respec-

-

t1ve1y. Table 5.7 shows that on a statewide basis, 72 percent of the parent

objectives were met; and Table 5.8 indicates that 88 percent of the teacher

-

" objectives werf met wvi{;:h three of five projects reporting that each teacher

objective was met. - - ) .

<




»

TABLE 5.6

"

PERCENT OF STUDENT {(AND COMPARISOM GROUP) OBJECTIVES

WHICH WERE ACCOMPLISHED ON A PROJECT BASIS

-~

7

£
.

e
o \*

‘)\
H

‘- STUDENT OBJECTIVES

- L 4
Project - Number of z .
. Code Objectives Met . “Not Met
1 02 .22 7 54 46
2 03 15 (12) 79 (56) 21 (44)
3 04 16 80 20
4 05 6 . 84 - 16
5 09 3 57 43
6 10 3 67 33 .
7 11 5 . 80 20
8 12 25 (20) 59 (50) - 41 (50)
9 13 5 (5) 43 (15) ' 56 (85)
10 14 Y. 10 (10) 91 (40) ) 9 (60)
11 15 3 (3) 64 (40) 36 (54)
12 16 2 78 22
13 17 3 €2) 81. (37) 19 (63)
14 18 5 52 . - - 48
15 20 20 (20) .61 (48) 35 (52)
16, 21 6 51 X 49
17 23 5 45 55
18 24 23 52 48~
19° -\.‘25 5 79 21
20° 26 3 74 25 -
21 27 6 65 36
22 ™ 28 29 68 32
23 29 3 68 32
24 30 5 33 67 © :
125 31 23 64 36
‘126 32 13 ° (5) 78 (47) 22 (53)
27 33 10 (&) 76 (11) 24 (89)
28 34 4 31 69 -
29 = 36 16 2(13) 53 (28) 47 (72)
30 37 16 85 15
31 38 3 .57 43
32 39 12 (1) 39 (26) 6L (74)
33 40 3 (2) 70 (59) 30 (41)
34 41 . . 8 62 - 38
35 42 4 (4) 62 (67) 38  (34)
TOTAL SEN 380 61 (42) 39 (58)
N .- .
N Y
X -
. 47
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TABLE 5.7
~ /s PERCENT OF PARENT OBJECTIVES WHICH WERE .
o . ACCOMPLISHED ON A PROJECT BASIS
){5 S ) | PARENT OBJECTIVES
Project Number of % %
it Code Obj ectives Met Not Met
1 03 B | 2 /. 79 ~ 21
2 08 1 73 23
313 1 s 44
4 4 2 ' 93 - 7
5 26 ) o 100 o 0-
6 27 T3 ' Y 25
7 32 2 70 ’ 30
8 37 3 100 <0
9 42 i 50 50
TOTAL SEN 19 77 23

I

TABLE 5.8

¥

Number.of

PERCENT OF TEACHER OBJECTIVES WHICH WERR
ACCOMPLISHED ON A PROJECT BASIS

TEACHER OBJECTIVES .

Project ‘ o

i Code .. Objectives . Met Not Met
B o ' \
1 05 3 i 37
v i“:\- ’ t
2 08 2 1100 0
3 24, , 1 ' 23
4 3 18 100 N 0
18
5 38 . =~ 2 100 0
TOTAL SEN ¢ 26 N 12
y y




i {EVALUATION OF PUPIL ACHIEVEMENT

Y

*

Table 5.9 shows the proportion of students tested to the total enrollment

by grade level, Seventy-two percent t72%) of the children enrolled in the

-
SEN Program were tested. The 28 percent of the SEN population on wh}cg test
" data is missing, spe;:i:fied percentages of studeﬁts are accounted for through 5
) the lack of pre- aﬁd post-testing within Phase FI of the Milwaukee Tea;her Pupil
Learning Lab Project; four projgect.s did not submit data in time to be included
this report; and the renaini{xg ‘percentages were due to mobiiiﬂiy and/(or absentee
factors. In analyzing the results of the testing, some distinc,t’ and encouraging
- results were found. e ? ' .
i:. . Table 5.10 looks at how Fach ~c>f the projécts fared in rggeting or meetir;g
beyond expectations the objectives they established..~ ' ) '
1 \ : ' .
. - - _ 4 / . )
¢ . . - ~
_— . TABLE 5.9 ° X {0} : e
Nunber of Students in SEN Prog a:g,i /
’ for which Test " ‘
Information was Available by Grade Level : :
Grade Level N/}-:nrollment N/Tested ' Percent Testehd. ,
Pre K 1095 ? ' * 1063 97% |
K- 327rf| ‘ 316 To97% -
1-3 ) 782 ‘435 - 68% <
s 162 <78 48% ’ .
7-12 - 523 ° . “420 308
[TOTALS 4348 : 3118 -, ‘77% .
R o \
A f ‘
) - i
K 49 .

o




"total number of students tested met between 50 percent and 74 percent of

s . i
This table imay be read in the following manner: In project numbered Og, 44 ' ‘

students were tested. Of this total, 4.6 percent met or met beyond expec-

tations between one and Zi percent of/;he total numbe» of objectives-defined .
by the project; 38.6 percent of the total number of students tested met )

5

between 25 percent and 49 percent of all the.objectives; 36.4 percent of the~

A -~

the/yétal number of obJectives and 20. 5 percent of the 44 students testedl in

project 02 met or met beyond expectations between 75 percent and 99 perceLt of /

<

the objectives. ' ) |
e objectives . \ f ]51

An overv1ew of the results in Table 5.10 shows that 51x of the 35 pr Jects

‘- had 50 percent or.more of their students meeting or meeting beyond expectations

4L

progranm.

100 percent of the objectives defined by each of these six projects. Eleven .

-

of the 35 projects had over 40 pertent of their students'ﬁeetiioo percent of '

their objectives. Twelve of the 35 projects had 100 percent of théir students

. .. ’ . 0 - . . .
meeting or meeting beyond expectations some of their objectives, with 17 of
: .. : R ;

35 prejects having 50 percent or more of their students meeting or meeting
beyond expectations between 50 percent and 99 percent of their oobjectives.

In other words, itr appears that the objectiire§ , as defined by the individual-

proj ect participating in the SEN Program, have been overwhelmingly met by most
<

of t jgkts. This performance islconsistent with the subjective evaluation
of the way in which the projects followed the SEN implementation guidelines. . ' -

Whereas it is not possible to directly correlate these two findings,

it seems safe to 'say that the degree of student success and the degree to which

the ifipleméntation guidelines have been adhered to are strong indications

- D

. that. the SEN Program has been as carefully set up; as clearly monitored, and as

nearly successful from a student's standpoint as can be expected from.a new

3
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CHAPTER 6

£

»
. ‘ SUMMARY : : S
G
A ~

This First Annual Evaluation Report of the SEN Program has descrﬂy

(a) the financial and paréitipatory elements of ,the SEN Progra;n,ove’r’/it5~ N
. first two years; (b) the demographic characteristics of the children served °

."

by SEN; “(¢) the generai characteristics of the projects funded; and (d) the

results gathered through the eva1uat1on of the operation of the SEN Program

and the effects of the program on students ’ teachers and parents A synop51s )

of each of these sectlons follows along with some recommendatlons wh1ch are,
'A worthy of con51derat10ns for future programs of thJ,s type. . T, A
’ 'I’he Spec1a1 Educational Needs Program (SEN) is a-state funded- educat1ona1 :

‘e

program for underacluev:mg students who are soclally and econom1caliy dis- ., .
v oo L0 N

advantaged and was initiated dur;.ng the 1973-75 biennium under S~ 115 90-

b
- -

115 94, WlSCODSln Statutes

» - &,

. Durmg the past two years, the SEN Progra!n funded 40 projects of wh1ch 19 ¥

© were publlc and 21 were nonpublg.c. These pro; ects were dlstributed between,

rural and urban locat1ons and were pnmarlly geared to meeting the acad'emlc
.

achlevement needs of the students selected for the program

1
LY 2. -

'I’he projects conductlng a SEN-sponsored program reported that 4,348 chlldren

)

. were served by the SEN effort w1th a majorlty of these children at;tendlng the

pub11c schools; A total of $2,774,457 was spent- on: the SEN Program y1eld1ng

. an average pupil cost of $638 - : . L

Qonsmten,t with the de51gn of the SEN\‘_Program, the greatest percentage-of

full-time positions funded were thgse involved in instru tional activities where
N ' v b . ~ - . . 3
more than 90 percent of full-time paid positions ‘were teachers and instructional

L]

aides .

,’\




Concerning the students who participated in thegSEN Program, the maiority - v

3>

- werve enroIled~in the Pre-K, and early elementary (gradéé 1-3) leﬁel Ethnxcally,

the compyyftlon of the student populatlon was 61 percent were Wh1te 27 percent

v

were Black; 7. 1 percent were Spanish Surnamed while 4 7 and - 3 percent were. " L

» . . LY l1
> - American Ind1an and Oriental respectrveLy. S T ° .S

- . .

. -Time of operation of the SEN Program was’also consideredwx Seventeen, or R

42°percent of the projects were funded for Eore than two semesters; nineteen, -
\\ < . ¢

& 48 percent were” funded fbr two semesters (or the current academic year), and

Acr

- »

four, or 10 percent, of the prpjects were funded late and ran for only one ' .'°_ ¢
- :.‘. i . e ‘.. M T A'Q?A‘»A i s ’
semester. .~

. . - . . , ~ N -

. Each project was required to submit .an evaluation report summarizing

the degree to which their objecfives were accomplished. The results suggested
, degree ‘ !

v

that the SEN- Program was generally effective with the greatest impact. on students, N\

and parent and teacher groups also benefiting from the program, Representative

‘:e;ampfeé of final evaiuatien-repbrt summaries illustrate these results (see

Appendix . S ’

The evaluat1on of ‘the student objectives using a per-project analys1s

showed that 30 of the .35 pro;ects submitting data met or exceeded at least .
50 percent of their objectives. When analyzing the 13 projects which also
selécted student conparison groups,'in which to assess their prcject, the{SEN
students consistently showed greater achievement progress. than the comparison
students. When considering the parent- and teacher-rehatedxobjectives, the
resuitedwere also quite favorable. Each.cf the nine (9) projects which developed
parent objectives and the five (5) projects which established teacher objectives
reported.that(they met or exceeded atfieast 50 percent of their objectives with
a maJor1ty of these prOJects indicating that they met or exseeded 80 to 100 per-

‘cent of the parent and teacher objectives which were evaluated.

v v

- » '
. ) ¥

03
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. Thvfe‘student objecti\'res were also' examined usmg a pupil analysie of

achlevement and dodumenting the ent of pup11’s who met or. exceeded a¥‘° .

~ < |‘
spec1f1ed range of the 6bjectives in ea‘Z’h proj ect and across the SEN : Program
. t"" . ‘ ’ -
These arralyses proved to be d fm'ther 111ustrat1on of the promlse of the
v ‘ Y

SEN Program Of the 3,118 students who were evaluated in the 35 pro;;ects ..

.

>

wh1ch reported the data, approxmately 65° percent or about 2, 027 ’pup1ls,!

<

were. reported to have met “or exceeded SO to 100 percent of the obJectlves
. . - « ¥
whlch/fvere set for the SEN Program. Remarkab ly , more than one-quarter‘of“
. ‘ “
*the student populatmn,;gere evaluated as meeting or having exceeded 100 per-
cent or, all of the obJect1ves wh1ch were estabhshed forlthem . SRR
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S < | SUBCHAPTER V.
i S , 'SPECIAL EDUCATIONAL NEEDS R o

3 ‘.
15,90 DEFINITIONS. (1) 1In this subchapter, "puplks with special educational
needs“ me ils who have or are 11ke1y to have low levels of academlc achieve~
ment, especially in ¥ T onomic factors. . ) . .

' »

(2) * Any public school district which is determined to have pupils with special
needs according to s. 115.91 may apply for funds under s. 115.92. Nonprofit, non-
sectariah agencies may apply for funds under s. 115.92. Prior to accepting appli-
catlons from any such agency, the state ,superintendent shall determine that it has
adeguate mandgement and accounting cdpacity and such agency shall agree that xts -
accounts, related to such programs may be audited.

115.91 IDENTIFICATION OF PUPILS WITH SPECIAL EDUCATIONAL NEEDS.

(1)  Annually, the stdte superintendent shall establish criteria by which charac-
texistics of social and economic factors can be measured on which she will make .
grants ‘teischool dlStrlCtS or agencies for programs for pupils W1th special edu-

cational-newnds. . ’ , Y
b [ /

(2) Each school district or.agéncy for which a program is apprdved under
5. 115.92 shall sselect the 1nd1v1duals who have or are 11kely to have the greatest
special educational needs. . .

. 115.92 AP?LICATION AND APPROVAL OF PROGRAMS TO SERVE PUPILS WITH SPECIAL
EDUCATIONAL NEEDS. (1) Annually,. the state superintendent shall issue guidelines
for developing and approving programs for serving pupils with special educational,
needs. ,Such guldellnes shall incorporate the factors which in her judgment prov1de
the greatest likelihood for successful programs. ) ’ ’

.

(2) The school districts and other agencies eligible uhger s. 115.90 shall
submit applications to serve the number of pupils détermined under s. 115.91.. Such
proposals shall demonstrate how other available funds will be incorporated into the
program, that funds under s. 20.255 (1) (f4) will be directed to the pupils selected
under s. 115.90 and that funds under s. 20. 2557 (1) (£4) will ndt be used to supplant
or replace other funds}otherw1se available for these puplls.

'¢3) The state superintendent shall approve appIications‘which she determines
will ‘enhance the potential for academic success of the pupils. Priority shall be
given to programs for preschool and primary elementary grade children.

115.94 LOCAL ADVISORY PROGRAM COUNCILS. No application for funds under this
subchapter shall besreviewed by the state superintendent unless the school district
or other eligible applicant has established a local advisory program council con-
sisting of parents, community representatives, school administrators, and teachers
to advise on the development of applications and the implementation of approved
programs. ‘

o e S e e s e e e erm e e e e ee mae e me e S m e S A T e e G e oy S e e = — -

CHAPTER 90, LAWS OF 1973 (Published August 4, 1973)

* 20.255(fd) SPECIAL NEEDS. . Biennially, the amounts in the schedule for financial
grants pursuant to, subchapter V of chapter 115 of which $250,000 shall be appropriated
at the discretion of the state superintendent to enhance the educational opportunities
of pupils who come from socially, economically or culturally dlsadvantaged environments.
Grants under this paragraph shall be paid during the school year in which the approved
program is operated: :

v !
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STATE SUPERINTENDENT'S ADVISORY COMMITTEE
SPECIAL EDUCATIONAL NEEDS 3

1 4

Joan Zancanaro Sheforgen, Chaarperson
Parent .
Madison, WI® ‘ ‘ '

Sue .Kendrick
Parent
Verona, WI

Robert Carter
Beloit College ©
Beloit, WI )

&

Sue Bates; Consultant "t
Early Childhood Education
Department of Public Instruction

Rolland Callaway
Professor of :Education
U. W. - Milwaukee A

Anita Herrera, Director
Caregr Opportunities Program
Racine Public Schools

Buck Martin

Great Likes Inter-Tribal Counc11 Inc.

Lac du Flambeau, WI N
W:llxam Clements

. Director of Research
U. W. - Stevens Point

0

-=~1
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Margaret Peterson

Community Relations- Soc1a1 Development
M11waukee, WI .

Charles Brand.

Parent

Green Bay, WI

Robert Durkin, Vice-President .
- Milwaukee County Labor Council
Milwaukee, WI

Ron Hollstadt, Superintendent
Solon Springs School District °
~ Solon Springs, WI

Arthur Palleon, Assistant Director
Milwaukee Teachers Educat1on Association
M11waukee, WL

Frank Wabigzewski
.Parent
M11waukee, Wl

.Eleanor Witte
Osseo-Fairchild School D1str1ct
Osseo, WI

Sharon Reed :
Platteville School Board Member
Platteville, WI ¥
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SPECIAL EDUCATIONAL NEEDS PROGRAM |
SUMMARY OF PROJECT CONTENT '

14

N ., PROJECT AGENCY ) ,MAIN PURPOSE
R x \
Private Agencies ) Q ‘ A )
Carter Child Development Center A SEN project in language de%elopment
1831 W, Juneau Avenue . ‘ » . for day care children. - -} S
Milwaukee, WI 53233 . , Tl
, Centro-Cultural-Educativo ' Bilingyal high school program\
623 S. Second St. \ alternative setting for compregen51ve
- Milwaukee, WI 53204° ,training for course credit, !
Child Development, Inc. The' advancement of academic ach;eve- ;
2012 Fisher St. Y ment through the development of
Madison, WI 53713 N o ¢ learnlng modalities in full-day
- .. A - . kindergarteners,
Community Coordinated Child Care Develop resource services for agencies
3200 Monroe St. ‘ serving SEN eligible .children in Dane
Madison, WI 53711 . County and train teachers to work
X s ‘Wlth dlsadvantaged at ages 3 and 4.
' CommunitysRelations Social Development . A Head Start open, classroom model ¢
161 W. Wisconsin Ave. -
Milwaukee, WI 53203 '
.Menominee Communlty Action Program Menominee County, Neopit=-Zoar.Day
Menominee County Courthouse Care Center Program for 3 and 4 year
"Keshena, WI 54135 s« ’ olds in readlness program,
. - Menominee County Education Committee Alternative high School program with
Keshena, WI 54135 - opportunity to ledrn native language.
\ Milwaukees Commandos T " An alternative educatlonal approach
522 'W. North ‘Ave. . . for high schoolers on-probation.

Milwaukee, WI 53212

Milwaukee Privaté School Cooperative:
Cosmic Montessori Language enrichment and psycho-motor
2133 W. Wisconsin Ave. - development for kindergarteners, e
Milwaukee, 'WI 53233 - ' '°

Harambee Community School . ; - Physical motor development--preschool

110 W. Burleigh -St. ) through grade eight emphasizing
Milwaukee, ' WI 53212 e . physical education and music experience.’
Highland Comﬁunity School . L ‘Learning center for preklndergarten
2004 W. Highland Ave... : ) through three. ¢

\ Milwaukee; WI 53233 . - - . )
A g




C

L3

‘3104 W. Kilbourn

+ °1441 N. 24th'St. |

\ L PROJEGT AGENCY

Milwaukee Private §chool Cooperative Cont inted:

. Y .
Journey House .
1100°S. 16th St. ‘
MllwaukeeT WI 53264

" Leo Community Schogl '

2458 W. Locust St.
Milwaukee, WF 53206

Rainbow School

Milwaukee, WI 53208 .

Urban Day School

Milwaukee, NI 532@5

North Central Community Action Prggram
531 10th Ave. North

W15cons1n Rapids, WI 54494

-

:Oneida‘Tribe of Ind ans of Wisconsin
- Route 4

DePere, WI 54115 ™~

. Rock*@ounty Community Action Program

Box 1429

.

“MAIN PURPOSE

ter school enriechment and tuto
rogram for grades one through three.

ireative language arts program for

kindergarten through seventb using
rinting press as fbecal p01nt of

| program.

ﬂanguage—-psychomotor development
for prekindergarten through fourth.
e
Urban Day Community Learning Center
for kindergatten through twelve.

A Special Educational Needs Program
for Head Start preschool ch;ldren

Oneida Study Skills Center to-assist
high'schoolers through persona11zed
1earn1ng contacts. -

CAP Child C-re SEN ProJect meetlng

the individyalized spécial' needs of -
children in}jthe :areas of speech,.

Janesville, WI 53543 RN N
‘ ’ - language de elopment .and psycho-motor;'

o

Meet1n~f e e ucatlonal needs of :

Silber Spring Nelghborhood Center . -
© ‘Day.'Cire ch”udren,

{5460 N’ 64th.St.
Milwaukee, WI 53218

o :
- 14 te

.- Southwéstern Wisconsin Community Action Program‘,, A home tra1n1ng program for preschool
302 N. Iowa St. c ch11dren in.a four county progzranm.
Dodgeville, WI 53533 . o .

. % 4 . - . -
T l v e . -
y . " - .

Usé New Ways Learning Ceriter to give °
high school students- an alternative
.. setting in which to achieve and learn.

¢+ Tri-City Youth Services . Coe
Box 841, 141 Fourth Ave. North
Wisconsin Rapids,; WI 54494
! . < . e K ‘
Public Agencies . ‘ o

' : ! Sensory motor skill development program
> - for prekindergarten ‘through third in
-~ ) S Head Start and school programs |

Bayfield, Joint District #1
Bayfield, WI 54814

Beloit, Joint'District’#1 . o Early 1nterventlon-—dropout preventlon
220 W, Grand Ave. _ , ‘home training program for three year.
Beloit, WI 53511 . . . olds, school classroom program‘for

. four year-olds. . \

Cashton, Joint District #1 . 09 Optimum learning through the use of
540 Coe St. ¥ C - contingencies for prekindergarten
33 L through elementary students.

[:R\}: Cashton, WI ..54619

I’



% PROJECT AGENCY

Public Agencies Continued: -

GESA #6 :
725 W. Park Ave.
Chippewa Falls, WI 54729

CESA #10 ‘ !
301 E. Mill St. .
Plymouth, WI 53073

CESA #13
908 W. Main St. -
Waupun, WI 53963 ’

* CESA #18
. 532 N. Pine St.
Burlington, WI 53105 )

.

Gillett, Joint District #3
Gillett, WI 54124

Green Bay, Joint District #1
* Green Bay, WI 54301 L '

Madlson Joint Dlstrlct #g .

M dison, 03‘ T

Milwaukee Public

P.0. Drawer 10K .
Milwaukee, WI 53201

Milwaukee Publlc‘Schools
P.0. Drawer 10K -
Mllwaukje, WI 53201 ’

\B111ngua1 b1cu1tura1 intervention

" based act1V1tles

100 N. Jefferson St. \ o ~

- Based Career Program with work s
" component,

~teachers in same program to return to .

MAIN PURPOSE

A comprehensive community resource
approach to educational achievement
and goal development in a multi-school
district approach, ages four through
eight. N s
Reaching children in their homes'
with language and speech 1mprovement
progranm.

Developing earlx/lea?ﬁih% potemtial '
through numerous center-besed motor

and language interventiong for
kindergarten through thx’ﬁ?grade

for children k1ndergarten through twelfth
to improve language skills and prevent
dropouts >

Preschool priority readiness

xperiences
involving threeé and four yeay olds and
hool * -

their parents in communlty—

.
IS

Language’ Experlence Prograf (LEP)
for prekindergarten.children in center
based program., \\\

English.as a Second Language Program
for children in kindergarten thrdugh
sixth grade coming from families
speaking other than Engllsh

Education Satellite Program--A school
and home, intervention program. for pre-
kindergarten and elementary students

uhity

Teacher-Pupil Learning Laboratories
(TPLL) for improving basic.skills for
grades one through six with systematized
dlagnostlc reading program and train




PROJECT AGENCY

Publiq_Agencies Continued:

Racine;, Unified District #1
2230 Northwestern Ave. )
Rac1ne WI 53404

Shawano Public Schools
204-210.S. Franklin St.
Shawano WI 54166

Sheboygan, J01nt D15tr1ct #1
830 Virginia Ave.

‘Sheboygan, WI 53081
Stoughton J01nt District #3
Box 189

Stoughton, WI 53589

. Tomah, Joint District #1
Lincoln Ave.
Tomah, WI' 54660

'Wausau Joint District #1
467 Grant St.
Wausau, WI 54401

v

L
o s

MAIN PURPOSE

.

Reading and language arts achievement
for third through sixth grade children
using teacher aides in-27 schools.

" Alternative High' School Program designed

to provide programs for Menominee -

County youth..

A school based progrém for foyr yeaf
olds to improve skills and awareness
of community..

Providing needed instructional resources °

through the' development of a Foster ,
Grandparent Program in a middle school.

Preschool project for low achieving
children--classroom, home training,
and parent education.

Preschool education for students with
special needs located in two school.

" rooms.

S
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SPECIAL EDUCATIONAL NEEDS PROGRAM .
WISCONSIN DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC INSTRUCTION

P .
' SUMMARY OF LNTE;;;\REPO FY 1975 . e
. Feb%pary 7, 1%

hl

A . a -
-’

The Special Educational Needs Program (SEN) is an educational program for
socially and economically disadvantaged children, and was initiated during

~ the"1973-75 biennium under statutes S. 115.90 - S, 115,94, Subchapter V,
of Chapter 115. ' .

Duriné the first year and a half of operation, the Department of Public
Instruction ‘has been able to translate the law into viable projects meeting
the needs of disadvantaged children. Progress in program development has been
excellent, and may be summarized as follows:

, .
Thirty-seven projects are fully established, located in 17 counties and
‘administered by 19 public agencies (4 CESA's and 15 LEA's) and 18 private
agencies, ) '

Projects serve 3,329 children of which two-thirds are from urban areas and
one-~third from rural. Thirty-eight percent are minority children; forty
percent are 3-6.years of age; forty-five percent are 6-12 years of age; and
fifteen percent are 13-17 years of age. . ‘

Projects are staffed by 300 locally employed teachers and aides who bring a
variety of teaching strategies to the children and parents. For example,
projects were funded for bilingual children, for urban inner city childrén, :
for individual disadvantaged children not within the target school umbrella
of -ESEA, Title I, for rurally isolated children and their families, for

for Native Americans needing bicultural academic opportunities, for teenage
probationers, and for actual and potential dropouts,

All $2,900,006 released to the Department forISEN based prog;#ms has been.
utilized. By September, 1974, §2,849,025.79 had been allocated to agencies
with $760,138.63, or twenty-five percent, awarded to 18 nonpublic agencies
and §2,088,887.16, Or seventy-two percent, awarded to 19 public agencies. In .
Janvary, 1975, the remaining funds were distributed to three new short-term
projects and as supplemental grants to ongoing projects. Common fiscal
. management procedures have been established which effectively control

spending in accordance with proposed budgets.
The State Superintendent's Advisory Committee for SEN has met regularly since
July .15, 1974, and made recommendatipns regarding time, schedules for. efficient
and realistic administration, basic program policies, interpretation of the .
statutes, development of guidelines and the selection of projects.

Program development is being monitored closely, All projects were required to
adopt the same evaluation plan with a pre-test/post-test. Project directors
have filed the first réquired information with the state SEN office. An
evaluation of each child's progress will take place after post-testing has
been completed in May, 1975. A final report for all SEN activities will be
- completed in June, 1975, :

-




@ -
\ 3

SEN is thé first and only Department of Public Instruction program which
. funds educational programs for nonpublic, nonsectarian agencies on the
same basis as public schools. : : .
Alternative approaches to education are a significant aspect of ‘the SEN,
Program and the only stat€ funding for these programs.

The guidelines, for ESEA, Title I limit bartiéipatidn to target schools
within the school district. SEN serves educationally disadvantaged
children who are not targeted by Title I. \

SEN provides Wisconsin an opportunity to develop basic research models
with specifically identified students. The successful model programs
have the potential for incofporatieﬂ_into existing educational programs

",;o§~;he schools and agencies.

SEN prévides funds for the development of supplementary educational
.components for programs for preschool children who are presently enrolled
in "noneducational" day care and other such agencies. -

[N

"SEN is the only state program which can provide supplemental funding to
public school districts wishing to establish programs for prekindergar®n
students who are potentially low achievers.

SEN programs incorporate knowledge gained,through research on basic

skill development, parent involvement, &nd imservice training of teachers.

SEN programs utilize both practical and innovative educational practices
in seeking to solve problems of low achievers.

3 .
The SEN Program is the only state funded program administered by the
Department of Public Instruction which provides supplemental funds for
additional educational services for culturally deprived children of
minority heritage (Black, Native American and Spanish American).

The information contained in this summary is expanded upon in the. en-
cldsed Special Educational Needs Interim Report FY 1975. This report
. also contains detailed information regarding the following:

Program Development
. Funding
£, Staffing ¢
' . CommunicatTon
Scheduling
Evaluation °

57

]




. ' Appendix E

DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC INSTRUCTION
. : ' Barbara Thompson, Ph.D,

y . . ‘ * State Superintendent

A i1 . . AN Dwight M. Stevens, Ph.D. -
pT1 ,7: 1975 - Deputy Stats Superintendent

K

¢ g ‘ ] DIVISION FOR INSTRUCTIONAL SERVICES
To; SEN PROJECT D IRECTORS Robert C. Van Baalfe, Assistant Superintendent

"The continuity and continuation of SEN pgjects, their future development,
‘continues to depend upon cooperation between you and the state SEN office to
formulate clear, ‘accurate, and realistic reports about each project during this
important first year. . v

The Final Repbrt requested from each SEN project has been designed to rétrieve

data about process or operation and about progress of children as that data

relates to stated goals and objectives. -You are asked to evaluate and answer
- the question, "Have we made a difference through SEN project.efforts?"

The Final Report consists of five parts vhich must be completed and submitted
to the SEN office, and one-part which may be completed if you choose to add
a supplementary section. The parts of the Final Report include: -

- 4

-

1. Product Report - REQUIRED TO BE COMPLETED _

a. P1-1S-EN-8 Part 1 Participant Performance Evaluation Report
. b. P1-1S-EN-9 Part 2 Individual Behavioral Objective Summary

C. P1-1S-EN-10 Part'3 Project Summary Statement

.2. Process Report - REQUIRED TO BE COMPLETED - .

" -a. P1-1S-EN-11 Part 4 Project Process Repdrt . e

b. P1-1S-EN-12 Part 5 Staffing Report ]

3. Supplementary Narrative Report - OPTIONAL TO BE COMPLETED )

- Constructed according to locally selected style, media o ¢

mode, emphasis and breadth of content. ’ ’

v

'DEADLINE FOR ALL FINAL REPORTS, REQUIRED AND OPTIONAL IS MAY 22, 1975 °

The state SEN offic€ asks you to meet the required deadline oh time and to submit,
complete reports as they are requested and specified, Please inform your staff -
and evaluation consultants along ‘with the LAPC chairperson and members about the
information contained in the epcldsed material. Enclosures include: )

-

» SEN ‘Accountability Plan Diagram '
* Required Final ‘Report Forms P}]-1S-EN-8 through 12

‘. Information and Directions for completing forms ‘ .
Contact this office for assistaﬁce }eéarﬂing evaluation procedures, ' .
,,é2;2%éiduk/<;;;4:4442¢uqy/ ‘ o N . " S
Sara Shertoy, Ph.Dv-. ’ . . ‘ ’ , Q
Research and Evaluation Consultant 64 , v/’] : )

l Special Educational Needs Program ) ‘
Y 608-266-1863 ° , : . ' . _ ’
) i . .

4

126 Langdon Streat, Madison, Wisconsin 53702
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. - SPECIAL EDUCATIONAL NEEDS s

.
-
. . - )

~ . ’ T, \

Information and Directions for Completing Forms
' . . ! . \
. ' A .
1. Complete column-1, 2 and § of Part 2 Individual Behavioral Objective -
Summary (P1-1S-EN-9) using separate sheet for each objective.

2. Using established criteria of change stated in column 1, complete
Part 1, Participant. Performante Evaluatiopn Report (P1-1S-EN-8).

'3. Complete column 4, section A (and C when using comparison groups) .
by recording totals and percents of column with matching objective
number, v ' " .

4. Complete column 4, section B (and D when using comparison groups)
by recording averages of the group identified in the objectives.&,.

If project evaluation plan calls for reporting pre-test/post-test
averages.by subgroups for a behavioral objective, such as by grade
3, grade 4, ‘grade S, ‘use separate form (P1-18-EN-9) to report
averages and discuss outcomes for -each such group.

If project evaIuation’plan calls for reporting Pre-test/post-test

. X averages by sub-objective, such as by auditory association, visual

~ . Teception, and verbal expression, as it relates to language develop-
ment, use separate form (P1-1S-EN-9) for each such objective. .
5. Complete section § of Part 2. . .
6. Complete Part 3 Project Summary Statement.
7. Complete Part 4 Project Process Report,.
8. Complete Part § Staffing Report.

9. If optidn selected, complete supplementary narrative report, atta&h‘
and forward with completed forms P1-1S-EN-8-12. ’ g

NOTE: If additional blank forms are needed, you may duplicate then.

I 69
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WISCONSIN DERARTMENT OF PUBLIC INSTRUCTION I
v ]
SEN PROGRAM EVALUATION-PART 3 PROJECT SU
"PLIS.EN-1O (New 3.75)

Project Agency Name .

MMARY STATEMENT

Were all objectives met?

«

Identification No.

Facatll
-

Review outcomes of afl objectives and sumamari

confine remarks to this space.

¥

Were goals of program met? Ruoview ol st

%

and contine renunks to this space.

atemants and summatize youn ¢

A &

valualtion i nurrany

wform, Fl-l:;’l'-‘!

. R N : "
2e in narrative form. P!ease be clear and concise and

e

Ry oz

b clean aned conepa:




PLIS EN 12 (New 3 75)

.

¢ -
WISCONSIN DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC INSTRUCTION
SEN PRUGRAM EVALUATION-—PART 5 STAFFING REPORT

Pro,acz\?goncy Name

. T

-

S ow

ldentitication
No

Suggnsted\%aﬂ Trtles: Use o title which closely descrihes the

) \
PROJECT onk\ecron LIBRARIAN
COORDINATOR PSYCHOLOGIST
SUPERVISGR NURSE
COUNSELOR SOCIAL WORKER
EVALUATOH . LEAD TEACHER

RESEAR(':H ASSOCIATE

.,
CLASSROOMPTE ACHER

Job classification or dutnies.

READING SPECIALIST
- MATHEMATICS SPECIALIST

1 SPEECH CLINICIAN

BILINGUAL TEACHER
PRE-SCHOOL TEACHER R
SKILLS RESOURCE TEACHER

;

"t desired, nddlll()l'hqﬂii may be includes

SUBSTITUTE TEACHER

INSTRUCTIONAL AIDE
HOME VISITING AIDE
CLERK
TYPIST
PARENT/HOME AIDE

OTHER PAID EMPLOYEES

Funded By 5EN

Funded By Other Sources

Stalt By Tle - Head Count Full Time Head Count Full Time
Full Time Part Time Equivaioncly Full Time Part Time Equivalency
Administration/Supervision,
.
- 1
o
Teachcr/ProfessXal'
- - .
R
.
o A - -
7
I 7
& . .
- 1y T
~ ) ’ - ' *
1" ¢
= .
\.\ .
' " -
o
Non-Professional/Aides ,
.
yg;\ 4
y
- hd ; .
= ) P - ] \
) & -
toe o
Volunteers . . & - .
_
/ . N
» ) .
. “ /
. Tota Paid Porsonnel
]
. A\l
Tmnl Unnaad Voluntears - ’7 D
’ e . "
. / ’ v
E MC " - =T ’
Toul All Personnel ’ v . . P a .,




Aﬁpéndix F
)
}

\
1
1

a

o Pre-Post Test Samples

A representative sample of projects are given as examples which
indicate the following pupil growth as a result of SEN.intervention.
- The examples identify only a small portion of the many test instruments «
utilized in the individual projects. o i

i

Stoughton Public Schools - 6th Grade Students

Using the Gates-MacGinitie reading test the 6th, grade students showed
a mean age equivalency of 5.14 on the pre-test, and 5.77 on the post~test.
These SEN students’ increased their reading skills by a mean growth of six “
months. This represents an actual increase of three full months beyond
that expected.

Racine Public Schools - Third through Sixth Grade °

The Racine Project serving children grades three through six and utiliz-
ing a norm referenced approach reported that the third grade group's achieve-
ment on the Word Recognition Subtest of the Wide Range Achievement Test
increased from a grade equivalent mean score of 2.6 on the pre-test to 3.5
on the post-test for a gain of nine months. The children, as a group,
exhibited significant gain over what was expected without the SEN inter-
vention. Y

s

The fourth grade group's achievement on the Word Recognition Subtest
of the Wide Range Achievement Test increased from a’ grade equivalent mean
score of 3.4 on the pre-test to 4.2 on the post-test. The children, as a
group, exhibited a significant gain over-what was expected without the SEN
intervention. s

The fifth gradw groyp's achievement on the Word Recognition Subtest .of
the Wide Range Achievdperit Test increased from a grade equivalent mean score « - v
of 4.3 on the pre-test Yo 5.2 on the post-test. The children, as a group;
exhibited a significant gain over what was expected without the SEN inter-
vention. ' ] ’

&

v

The - sixth grade group's achievemeut on the Word Recognition Subtest of
the Wide Range Achievement Test increased from a gradé equivalent mean score
of 4.9 on the pre-test to 5.7 on the post~test. The children, as a group,
exhibited a significant gain over what was expected without the SEN inter-
vention. t

»
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. ‘ Green Bay Public Schools - Preschool

Using the Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test the 4 year old children showed

a mean age equivalengy of 3 years, 7 months on the pre-test and 5 years,

"~ 1 month on the post~test for a gain of 17 months. The actual intervention
time was 6 months. A comparison group of 4 year olds without the 6 months
of SEN intervention showed a mean age equivalency of 4 years, 2 months on
the pre-test and 4 years, 11 months on the post-test for a gain of 9 months,
The SEN intervention had a positive net gain of 8 months over the normal
growth of the comparison group. '

. \

Beloit Public Schools,- Preschool .
The Beloit Preschool utilized a norm referenced format and reported a ‘
group average equivalent score in months as recorded for the Peabody Picture
. Vocabulary Test for three year old home-based. The pre-test average score
in months is 28.9 and post-test average 41.0. The mean- age equivalence
gain for the treatment group was 12.1 months. The comparison group had the
mean age equivalence gain of 3.5 months. There was a significant difference
between the treatment and comparison groups. '

The 4 year olds on the Preschool Language Scale showed a pre-~test score
in age equivalence of 41.5 months and a post-test score of 56.3 months.
The average gain for the treatment group was 14.9 months as compared to 7,3
months for the comparison group. There was a significant dif%erence between
the treatment and comparison groups. :

13

Southwest Community Action Home Start Program Serving 4-Year Olds
The SEN Home Start project of the Southwestern CAP reported significant
average gains of SEN 4 year olds. On the Boehm Test of Basic Concepts the
‘SEN children registered an average gain of 13.33 with pre~ and post-test
.scores of 21.78 and 35.11 respectively. The control group without SEN
registered an average gain of 4.90 with pre- and post-test scores of 24.37

and 28.81. A score of 38 out of 50 concepts determines readiness for school. .

L

On the Jordon-Massey School Readiness Survey the SEN Participants average
gain was reported at 26.55 months with average pre- and post-test scores ‘
of 41.33 and 67.89 months. The control group registered a significantly .
lower average gain of 9.45 months with pre- and post~test scores of 51,91
and 61.18 months. A score of 80 out of 100 determines readiness for school.
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\ . . - Appendix G

- . .

The following materials are available upon request from the

“Department of Public Instruction - Special Educational Needs Office.
Additional specific information ‘may also be requested directly from

the 40 participating projects.

1.

2.

4

Special Educational Needs ‘Program - 1975'76ﬂ§§fi?°°k‘-
SEN Final Newsletter - Vol. I. Nos. 1, 2, 3,
SEN Program - Interim Report FY 1974, '

Individual Evaluation Reports submitted by each-Project.

" Comprehensive F1fm‘for each Project - containing 1nformat1on

relative to each phase of the project.
Slide—Tape presentations on some specific projects.
SEN Préposal Application

kegislative Correspondence.

S ’

70 - _ _ -




s303f014 103ITUOR
sweadoad 35afoad Iuowaidug|

sjuead paeme ‘siesodoid 3d0973s ‘sie
s1esodoad

cceccememamme———= S§3103{014 103

] ’

'

moaoua 30a>oxﬁ .
«mc0auavvw J1uqns 03 $ajdudde pue S3IVTIISIP ouu>cu_ R .
!

- 3

m:o: e ememem——me= §302f014 J103TUO}] —=m-=m—m—s=-m—w=—- §133{0l14 103ITUCK

i
]
|
'
1
1
H
'
1
1
§
1
!
i

1

. mwu:vououa 3uyaunoooe ‘smioj ‘saujTapInd wuwsaw>oom_ ! i
1 1
' t ]
spunj leak m:w jo asea{ol UTEB3IQO 03 IDUBLTI UO IIIJJWWO) IuUTO[ 103 13odaa wummaum_ ! I e
]
1
swea8oxrd g sivafoad u:oSoHueur .w
sjuead pieme ‘syesodoid 31d97as ‘syesodoad Joﬁ>um_ ! !
’ stesodoad 3jmgns o3 sajdudde pue SIDTIISTP oua>cH= |
' ] ' 1 }

saanpasoad m:mucso&uw mahow ‘ S2UITAPINT momo>on

-—-7-—-----_ - -

| @9337mmO) AaostAapy 2335 juyoddy
- ! ! 33eps 1ynadsa lo juyoddy
uojieIISTUIWPE JOj 3ITUR I4g d3Ieuiysag
- - L] [} 1 - 1
1 : : . 1 1 1 1
mem e ==000° 0GE  GSm=mm=r==D | &--mmmmmmmmm e B ettt GOC* 069G ——~~—vm o m s |ﬂ||:1ﬂ uuuuuu wv|| ||||| otusmulAcn
1 ’ *
. umowl Isngny .Qo.o:yw; T Wu;¢....;.u~ = AoR Tiady T uddey Qo3 “cer ~o9a Aoy T 339 Tadag Isngny
.o . . ‘

P

CL-€26T HVEDOYd SCFIL CTVUIOLLVIACT CIVIDFAS 9T LIDAGNOD Y03 5V

TIANIHOS pOTLDV

IC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

[E




